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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
The consumer decision process may be viewed primarily as 
being a problem solving activity involving the acquisition, 
processing, and transmission of information. (13) During the 
decision-making process the consumer is exposed to informational 
cues from both personal and impersonal sources, each of which in 
turn may be classified as either avocative or independent depending 
on their predilection. (3) Research finding concerning the role 
played by avocate personal sources (primarily salesmen), avocate 
impersonal sources (primarily advertisements), and personal 
independent sources (family, friends, and associates) in the consumer 
decision process, while not ample, may be found in the marketing 
literature. However, published research concerning the role of 
impersonal independent sources of information has been largely 
limited to studies of the role of Consumer Reports. (9, 10, 30, 49) 
There has been virtually no published academic research, and only a 
limited amount of governmental and proprietary research concerning 
the role played by seals and certifications of approval in the consumer 
decision-making process. 
1 
2 
SEALS AND CERTIFICATIONS DEFINED 
Seals and certifications of approval are those "private 
aids" designed to give the buyer some dependable third-party 
assurance as to the quality of the products that they are buying. (27) 
These seals and certifications on products characterize them as 
"tested," "guaranteed," "certified," and/or "approved." They are 
promoted by the organizations awarding them as putting a quality 
floor under certain kinds of products and services, and are granted 
to manufacturers of products and services that meet the requirements 
of the seal-granting organization. (54) These seals and certifica¬ 
tions are generally granted by consumer magazines, independent 
testing companies, professional organizations, and governmental 
agencies. These agencies grant their seals and certifications to 
products which meet their standards, and firms in turn use these 
symbols in packaging and promoting merchandise at the retail level. 
However, not all of the seals and certifications currently appearing 
on products are issued by third-parties. A significant number of 
these symbols are the product of testing and/or certifying programs 
maintained by retailers and manufacturers who are directly involved 
in the production and sale of these products. 
3 
PURPOSE 
The purpose of this study is to clarify our understanding 
of the role played by seals and certifications as informational 
sources in the consumer decision-making process. Specifically the 
study will have the following objectives: 
1, To investigate the effects of individual-difference 
variables such as perceived risk, self-confidence, 
cognitive style, and need for certainty on the use 
of seals and certifications in consumer decision¬ 
making. 
2. To investigate the perceived credibility of seals 
and certifications relative to other informational 
sources available to the consumer. 
3o To investigate the following factors related to 
consumers' use and perceived meaning of certain 
existing seals and certifications: 
a. the level of awareness of these symbols among 
consumers 
b. the influence of these symbols on consumer decision¬ 
making in a shopping situation 
c. the effect of these symbols on consumers' perceptions 
of products that have them 
d. the information content (meaning) of these symbols 
to consumers. 
4 
PRESENT STATE OF KNOWLEDGE 
SEALS AND CERTIFICATIONS 
There has been little or no research concerning the role of 
seals and certifications of approval in consumer decision-making 
in the scholarly business journals. That which has been published 
deals primarily with the legal aspects and standards for use of 
seals and certifications, and their benefits to the seal-granting 
agency rather than with their role in consumer decision-making. 
(41, 51, 53) These aspects, while interesting and important, are 
outside of the scope of the proposed research and will not be 
reviewed here. On the other hand, there have been a number of trade 
studies conducted by professional research firms and various 
governmental agencies concerning the awareness, influence, and 
use of seals and certifications by female consumers. 
Major studies of the awareness and stated influence of 
nationally-known seals and certifications of approval were conducted 
in 1958, (16) 1964, (17) and 1970 (18) by Crossley Surveys, Inc., 
for the Good Housekeeping Institute. These studies had as their stated 
objective providing a projectable measure of the awareness and stated 
influence of the Good Housekeeping Consumers’ Guarantee Seal, and 
other nationally-known certifications and endorsements among female 
heads of households in the United States. Using a multi-stage 
5 
probability sample developed by Crossley Surveys, Inc., the 1964 
and 1970 surveys consisted of 2,371 and 2,553 personal interviews with 
female heads of households respectively. In both studies each respon¬ 
dent was first asked to name all of the stamps, seals, and endorse¬ 
ments that she was able to recall. Then the respondent was shown 
examples of several of these seals or certifications to aid her 
recall, and was asked to rate the amount of influence exerted by each 
one on her product selection. The rating scale utilized consisted of 
a six-point scale on importance ranging from ’’not at all important" 
to "extremely important." The respondent indicated her response on 
a scale card provided by the interviewer. Following this rating she 
was asked if she could recall seeing that particular example before. 
Each of the respondents was asked to rate several examples in this 
fashion, and each interview ended with the collection of classifi¬ 
cation data concerning the respondent's age, income, and other such 
demographic variables. 
The results of the 1970 Crossley study (18) appear to indi¬ 
cate that seals and certifications do play a significant role in 
consumer decision-making among American women. Table 1 summarizes 
the major findings of this study concerning awareness, recognition, 
and stated influence of seals and certifications. 
In addition to the results summarized in Table 1, awareness 
of the Good Housekeeping Seal was higher among women under 50, 
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7 
particularly those under 35; high school graduates, women whose 
husbands work in white collar jobs; women with children; and 
working women. 
In 1968, Marplan, an advertizing agency, conducted an 
experimental study (40) in their perception laboratory to measure 
the interest that the Good Housekeeping Seal adds to the customer’s 
perception of the package. During the course of the study the 
involuntary pupil responses of 200 female consumers to products with 
and without the Good Housekeeping Seal were measured using an eye 
camera.^ The results indicated that products bearing the seal 
elicited a response indicative of increasing interest over a ten 
second time period, whereas, exposure to identical products without 
the seal did not produce such a response. 
The results of other field studies of the effect of seals 
and certifications can be found summarized in the Good Housekeeping 
Institute’s promotional literature. (26) This additional support 
for the power of seals and certifications in boosting sales of 
products bearing them consists of vague and undocumented references 
to field experiments conducted in various grocery outlets across 
the country. These studies which were conducted by the Good 
Housekeeping Institute and by users of their seal claim a significant 
increase in sales for products bearing the ’’Consumer Guarantee Seal." 
8 
In an independent but related study, (46) Reach, McClinton, 
Inc,, investigated the attitude of female consumers toward the 
various types of guarantees issued by manufacturers to cover their 
products.2 Using a questionnaire consisting of six-point semantic 
differential scales concerning the importance, reliability, value, 
believability, and quality of the guarantee, 452 women rated the 
guarantee of the Good Housekeeping Seal considerably higher than 
the others tested on all five variables. 
Prior to her testimony before the National Product Safety 
Commission is 1969, Bess Myerson Grant had the New York City 
Department of Consumer Affairs conduct a study (28) to determine the 
awareness, use, and meaning of various seals and certifications. 
This survey utilized a self-administered questionnaire which was 
completed by 191 City female office personnel. Based on the results 
of this study, Mrs. Grant testified that, "the public thinks very 
highly of the Good Housekeeping Seal, The Parents' Magazine Seal, 
and their imitators." Specifically her testimony included reports 
of recognition levels of 80% and 60% respectively for the two 
magazines mentioned, as well as 29% for the seal of the United States 
Testing Company and 36% for the Underwriters' Laboratory Seal. 
Interestingly, 30% of the respondents indicated that they recognized 
a fictitious seal included among those shown on the questionnaire. 
In the aggregate, 30% of the respondents thought that these seals 
and certifications meant that the products bearing them were "safe," 
9 
and 29% thought that products having seals were in compliance with 
Federal safety and performance standards. In all, 50% of the people 
surveyed stated that they relied on seals and certifications when 
purchasing consumer products 
A 1970 study (53) by the United States Department of 
Agriculture failed to produce such high results in connection 
with the U.S.D.A. seals and stamps. This telephone survey, conducted 
by Chilton Research Service, Inc., was concerned with consumers' 
awareness, use, and understanding of government grades and seals 
for food. Based on the response of 3,014 households selected, 
the study concluded that consumers are generally unfamiliar with 
U.S.D.Ao grades and seals. In fact, the most common awareness score 
was zero. 
The results of a recent student pilot study (22) concerning 
the role of the Good Housekeeping Consumers' Guarantee Seal in 
consumer information processing were somewhat contrary to the 
previously cited studies. (16, 17, 18, 26, 28, 46) The study con¬ 
sisted of 146 personal interviews using a prepared questionnaire. 
The respondents were female householders selected arbitrarily by 
the student from six Western Massachusetts and New York communities. 
This study found that the awareness and recall levels for the Good 
Housekeeping Seal were quite high with 56% of the respondents being 
able to recall seeing a product with this seal. However, only about 
10 
15% of the respondents indicated any significant role for the seal 
in their product decision-making. 
In summary, it seems that despite occasional results to the 
contrary (22, 55), the findings previously cited generally appear 
to support the belief that third-party neutral sources of informa¬ 
tion (especially the Good Housekeeping Seal) play a significant 
role in the consumer decision-making process. 
Shortcomings of the Existing Research 
Concerning Seals and Certifications 
Shortcomings exist in the existing research concerning seals 
and certifications in three areas; potential toward bias, breadth 
of scope, and methodology. The potential toward bias due to conflict 
of interest is most visible in the Crossley studies (16, 17, 18) 
which were requested and commissioned by the Good Housekeeping 
Institute; and in some of the other studies that were funded by 
firms that were already committed to the use of their seal. (26, 40) 
The one-sidedness of the results of these studies relative to those 
by individuals and organizations that do not share similar vested 
interest (22, 28, 55), suggest that the objective of the former may 
have been promotional rather than an unbiased or scholarly investi¬ 
gation of the role of seals in consumer decision-making. The 
potential for bias also exists in connection with the survey (28) 
by the New York City Department of Consumer Affairs that was 
requested by Mrs. Grant. Her negative disposition toward both 
11 
Good Housekeeping and Parents * Magazine were widely publicized 
prior to her request for the survey (33), and appear to have 
influenced her interpretation of the results. 
The second major shortcoming of the prior research is the 
narrowness of scope that characterizes most of the published 
studies. In fact, most of the studies were concerned with the 
investigation of only one seal or certification. (22, 26, 40, 46, 55) 
Only two of the available studies (18, 28) were concerned with a 
significant number of different seals and/or certifications. How¬ 
ever, the 1970 Crossley study which was ostensibly concerned with 
all nationally-known seals and certifications, showed the Good 
Housekeeping Seal as an example twice as often as any other seal. 
Furthermore, only one of the studies included a fictitious or 
dummy seal among the available alternatives. (28) The relatively 
high level of awareness (30%) for the fictitious seal in this 
study suggests that possibly the effect of seals and certifications 
in general, regardless of their source, may be significant; and 
therefore, it is in need of further investigation. These 
limitations make it extremely difficult to get an accurate composite 
picture of the role played by seals and certifications in consumer 
decision-making. 
12 
In addition to the limitations due to the small nusber of 
different seals considered, none of the prior studies of seals 
has considered certain individual-difference variables which have 
been found to influence consumer inforration processing. Such 
/ 
individual variables as perceived risk, cognitive needs and st>'le, 
and specific and generalized self-confidence have been found to 
influence an individual*s acquisition and use of infornational 
cues; and yet have not been included in the research concerning 
seals and certifications to date. The nature of these variables, 
their role in consuaer information processing, and the reasons for 
their inclusion in this study are elaborated in a later section. 
Finally, froc a nethodological point of view none of the 
prior research has included an esrpirical investigation into the 
\'alidity of the statements by the respondents. Therefore, these 
findings can only be taken to be valid with respect to the subjects* 
stated responses, and not as indicative of their actual shopping 
behavior. Khat is necessaiy* is sc»e enpirical research that goes 
beyond mere statenents by the respondents; research that ceasures 
the use of seals by respondents in actual or sirailated product 
selection situations. 
Premises 
Based on the previously cited findings concerning the effect 
of seals and certifications, and on experience gained while 
developing the study, the following premises are fomutated: 
13 
1. In a consumer decision making situation, subjects 
will make use of seals and certifications while 
making their product selections. 
2. Awareness of the various third-party seals and 
certifications will be quite high among female 
subjects. 
3. The presence of any seal or certification (even an 
unfamiliar one) on a product will positively influence 
the subjects’ perception of that product’s attributes. 
4. The subjects will ten to attribute much greater meaning 
to the presence of a seal or certification on a 
product than is justified by the seal-granting program. 
SELECTED INDIVIDUAL-DIFFERENCE VARIABLES AND 
INFORMATION PROCESSING 
Perceived Risk 
The role of perceived risk in consumer decision-making was 
first proposed by Raymond Bauer (6) in 1960. He organezed the 
concept around the idea that consumer behavior involves risk in the 
sense that any action will produce consequences that the consumer 
cannot anticipate with anything approaching certainty, some of which 
are likely to be unpleasant. Starting from this theoretical 
foundation, Cunningham (19) operationally defined perceived risk 
14 
as a function of the uncertainty and consequences perceived by 
consumers in a given situation. 
Bauer further argued that consumers develop risk reduction 
strategies that enable them to make decisions without undue stress 
in situations where their information is inadequate and the con¬ 
sequences of their behavior incalculable. (6) Generally speaking, 
the amount and type of perceived risk determined consumers' 
information needs, and consumers seek out information sources that 
are most likely to meet these needs. (13) Thus, one of the major 
strategies of risk reduction, particularly risk due to uncertainty, 
is information acquisition. 
Although there has been no risk research directed toward 
the exploration of the relationship between the level and type 
of perceived risk and the use of neutral information sources such 
as seals and certifications; several studies have touched on the 
subject. In his initial intensive study of two consumers, Cox (15) 
found that one subject sought information from neutral sources 
regularly when confronted with performance uncertainty. Cox later 
concluded (13) that neutral sources of information were perceived 
as excellent sources of functional information, but that they were 
limited in the amount of psycho-social information that they provide. 
Another risk study by Bauer and Wortzel (8) revealed that as the 
severity of a particular disease (risk) increased, physicians 
increasingly tended to consult professional journals for guidance. 
15 
However, in a recently published study of risk reducing methods 
among housewives, Roselius (48) found that endorsements, guarantees, 
and private testing results receive a generally unfavorable rating. 
However, government testing was found to be a highly rated source 
of risk reducing information, particularly when the individual 
was faced with hazard loss (danger to health or safety). 
In spite of the findings by Roselius, it can be hypothesized 
that in a consumer decision-making situation, the use of seals 
and certifications as informational sources will be positively 
related to the individual’s perception of risk. 
Cognitive Needs and Style 
Consumer information may be influenced by factors other 
than the type and amount of risk perceived in a given decision 
situation. It has also been shown to be influenced by individual 
consumer characteristics such as cognitive needs and style. In his 
exploratory research concerning information handling, Cox (15) 
observed a relationship between information seeking and two cognitive 
variables; need for cognitive clarity and cognitive style. Need 
for cognitive clarity can be considered a measure of the individual’s 
need for certainty. Cognitive style refers to an individual’s 
characteristic mode of resolving cognitive unclarity or uncertainty. 
Two types of cognitive style have been identified. One type, 
’’clarifiers," have been found to react to unclarity by seeking new 
information and understanding. The other type, "simplifiers," 
16 
attempt to reduce uncertainty by avoiding incongruous information 
thus simplifying their environment. (10) Based on his initial 
findings, Cox (14) further investigated the effect of these 
variables on information handling, and found that consumers with a 
high need for cognitive clarity (certainty) were more likely to 
utilize available information when evaluating products. He was 
unsuccessful, however, in reconfirming the Kelman and Cohler (36) 
result which attributes a reduced role to cognitive style when the 
need for certainty is low. However, Cox (15) did observe this 
result in his exploratory research. 
Based on these findings, the following hypotheses can be 
formulated: 
1. In a consumer decision-making situation, the use of 
seals and certifications as informational sources will 
be positively related to the individual’s need for 
cognitive clarity. 
2. In a consumer decision-making situation, the effect 
of cognitive style on the use of seals and certifica¬ 
tions as informational sources will be related to 
the individual's need for cognitive clarity as follows: 
a. When need for cognitive clarity is high, cogni¬ 
tive style will have an effect on the use of 
seals and certifications with clarifiers making 
greater use of them than simplifiers. 
17 
b. VsTien need for cognitive clarity is low, 
cognitive style will have no effect on the 
use of seals and certifications. 
Self-Confidence 
The relationship between self-confidence and persuasibility 
in women was investigated by Cox and Bauer. (7) In this study the 
anticipated negative relationship between generalized self-confidence 
and susceptibility to information was not bone out. Instead, a pro¬ 
nounced "curvilinear" relationship was found. "Curvilinear" in the 
sense that subjects having high or low measures of generalized self- 
confidence tended to be less susceptible to information than those in 
the middle ranges. Barach (5) confirmed this "curvilinear" relation¬ 
ship in his study of consumer's reaction to TV commercials. Cox and 
Bauer (7) further determined that in a consumer decision-making 
situation, when an individual's confidence in his ability to choose 
is high, generalized self-confidence (self-esteem) will play a reduced 
role. The relationship of specific self-confidence to persuasibility, 
however, was found to follow the anticipated negative relationship. 
Based on these findings, the following hypotheses will be 
set forth: 
1. In general, the relationship between the use of seals 
and certifications as informational sources and 
generalized self-confidence will be "curvilinear," with 
18 
individuals who are high or low in generalized 
self-confidence tending to use them less. 
2. In a specific consumer decision-making situation, the 
use of seals and certifications will be negatively- 
related to the individual’s specific self-confidence. 
SOURCE CREDIBILITY 
The literature concerning source credibility and its 
effects on the communication process dates back to the time of 
the ancient Greeks. At that time, Aristotle used the term "ethos" 
to denote a degree of trust that a receiver of a message is willing 
to place in its source. (23) However, more recently there have 
been a number of experimental studies of source credibility, which 
coupled with studies employing factor analysis of possible in¬ 
fluential variables, have given us a more precise picture of its 
dimensions. 
The experimental findings support the proposition that 
credible sources of information produce significantly greater 
attitude change than their incredible counterparts. (21, p. 196) 
For the most part, these experiments utilized the same basic 
research approach. First two or more groups of subjects were 
selected at random and the investigators determined that there 
were no apparent differences between the groups with respect to 
their attitudes on a given topic. Each group was then exposed 
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to the same information concerning the topic, with the only- 
difference being the stated source of the message. The groups' 
attitude on the topic were then tested again and any measurable 
differences were attributed to the credibility or ethos variable. 
Haiman (29) used such a design where the topic was 
socialized medicine and the sources were the Surgeon General of 
the United States and an undergraduate student. The results of 
the study showed significantly greater attitude change in the group 
addressed by the more credible source. A similar study by 
Hovland, Janis and Kelly (31) revealed that opinion change in the 
direction advocated by a high credibility source was significantly 
greater than in the direction advocated by a low credibility source. 
Likewise Kelman and Hovland (37) observed that with regard to 
treatment of juvenile delinquents, the effect of the communications 
on the opinions of the respondents was greatest when it came from 
the more credible source. 
With respect to ethos, Andersen and Clevenger (2) came to 
the following conclusion based on a review of numerous experimental 
studies concerning ethos and attitude change. "The finding is 
almost universal that ethos is related in some way to the impact 
of the message." (2, p. 77) However, the results concerning factors 
which influence the degree or level of credibility of a particular 
source are less clear cut. Aristotle originally defined ethos as 
being based on the receiver's perception of the source's intelligence 
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(correctness of opinions), character (reliability, honesty), and 
goodwill (favorable intention toward the listener). (23) 
Hovland and his associate (31) define credibility as being 
based on two factors; competence and trustworthiness. Hovland 
and the others seem to have included the goodwill or intentions 
component in the trustworthiness dimension. However, Giffin (23) 
asserts that there are both logical and methodological justifi¬ 
cations for considering these factors separately. 
More recently there have been a number of applications of 
the factor analytic technique to the problem of identifying the 
components of source credibility. Andersen (1) was able to isolate 
two major factors as a result of his research; "evaluative and 
dynamism." Items relative to intelligence, goodwill, and character 
loaded heavily on the former, while items related to interest, 
activity, and potency loaded heavily on the latter. 
Berio, Lemert, and Mertz (12) also utilized the semantic 
rating approach and factor analysis to define three dimensions 
that people use in judging the credibility of various sources; 
safety, qualification, and dynamism. The first two are analogous 
to the trustworthiness and expertise factors hypothesized by 
Hovland et al. (31), while the third seems to be similar to 
Andersen’s dynamism (1) with heavy loadings on boldness, color¬ 
fulness, and extroversion. 
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A third attempt to factor analyze the dimensions of 
source credibility was made by Markham in 1965. (39) Based on 
student evaluations of unfamiliar newscasters, the following three 
dimensions emerged: a "reliable-logic-evaluative" factor; an 
"activity” factor, and a "nice guy" factor. 
In 1966 McCroskey (41) developed sind utilized a Likert- 
type instrument and found two factors authoritativeness and 
character to be of significance. Furthermore, he noted the 
importance of a third factor analogous to the goodwill or intention 
factor previously suggested by others. 
In 1967, Giffin (23) confronted the problem of defining the 
exponents of source credibility. Based on a comprehensive review 
of the existing literature he concluded that source credibility 
appears to be based on the listener's perceptions of the following 
characteristics of the speaker: expertise, credibility, intentions, 
dynamism, and personal attraction. 
In their comprehensive theory of buyer behavior Howard 
and Sheth (32) have indicated that relative to Symbolic 
Communication; credibility, although topic or product bound, is 
perhaps the most important attribute of a source. Specifically, they 
theorize that personal sources of information are superior to 
impersonal sources in affecting attitude change based in part on 
their greater perceived trust, competence, and lack of vested 
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interest. In addition based on the work of Arndt (4) and others, 
one can hypothesize that independent sources (friends or neutral 
sources) are likely to be sore effective due to their lack of 
perceived bias. However, there is not an existing study which 
seems directly to confront the issue of the relative credibility 
of the four major information sources likely to be encountered by 
the conscner. It is hoped that some light will be shed on this 
issue by testing the following h>potheses: 
1. Personal sources of information will be evaluated 
by consumers as more credible than impersonal sources. 
2. Independent sources of information will be evaluated 
by consumers as laore credible than avocate sources. 
3. Seals and certifications will be evaluated bv consumers 
- - -^  
as more credible sources of shopping information than 
advertisements or salesmen. 
JUSTIFICATION* FOR THE STUDY 
Considering the apparent lack of rigorous empirical research 
concerning the role of seals and certifications in consumer decision¬ 
making, and the rising national interest in the value of these 
symbols and the standards for awarding them (18, 24, 55, 44); it 
is important that this role be investigated. This is particularly 
so in light of the prior research which on the whole attributes 
a highly significant role to these s>Tabols as information sources 
to consumers. 
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Furthermore, the results may have significant implications 
for the consumer protection and education movement in the United 
States. The response to a similar movement in Europe and the 
Scandinavian countries has been the rapid growth of organized 
information provision programs there. (52) These programs have 
taken the form of comparative testing agencies, quality markings 
(color-coded, evaluative seals), and informational labeling (in¬ 
formational seals), (53) and already, the potential for similar 
development of the role of symbolic communications such as seals 
in facilitating comparison shopping and rational decision-making 
in the United States is now under consideration.^ 
SUMMARY 
In summary, the purpose of the research is to investigate 
the role played by seals and certifications as informational sources 
in consumer decision-making. In this chapter, seals and certifi¬ 
cations have been defined, and the major research findings concern¬ 
ing their effects on buying behavior have been summarized and 
their limitations specified. In addition, research findings 
concerning the relationships between an individual’s perception of 
risk, self-confidence, cognitive style, and need for certainty, 
and information handling behavior have been reviewed; and 
hypotheses pertaining to the use of seals as informational sources 
and these variables have been set forth. Finally, the 
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literature 
hypotheses 
sources of 
concerning source credibility has been reviewed, and 
dealing with the relative credibility of the four major 
shopping information have been developed. 
FOOTNOTES 
iThe eye camera is used to record the involuntary response 
of pupil size to test stimuli. Although pupil size is a function 
of light level, it is also related to the interest value of test 
stimuli. When the organism is in a positively aroused state, pupil 
dilation reflects the behavior of psychologically moving tovvard the 
stimulus. By controlling light level, a measurement of interest 
in or disposition toward the test material is therefore possible. 
^The following guarantees were included: 
"Laboratory-Tested" 
"Unconditionally Guaranteed" 
"Money Refunded If Not Completely Satisfied" 
"Good Housekeeping Guaranty Seal" 
"Double Your Money Back" 
^This testimony is not supported by the unpublished results 
of the study sent out by a member of Mrs. Grant’s staff. These 
results indicate that only 39% of the respondents indicated that 
they relied on seals. 
"^This information taken from a conversation with Dr. 
James M. Carmen, formerly Director, Consumer Research Institute, 
Teaneck, New Jersey, May, 1970. 
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CHAPTER II 
METHODOLOGY 
The studies cited in the previous chapter would seem to 
indicate that seals and certifications play a substantial role 
in influencing the information processing of consumers. Yet, none 
of these studies has been a systematic and rigorous investigation 
of the subject. Therefore, what is needed is a study that utilizes 
a rigorous methodology so that meaningful and appropriate conclu¬ 
sions can be reached. Whereas the previous studies were mostly 
surveys and relied on statements from respondents to determine the 
effect of seals and certifications on their shopping behavior, the 
current study should make it possible to observe the effect of these 
symbols on the actual purchase behavior of individual consumers. 
To accomplish this a laboratory experiment involving 
simulated shopping decisions will be included in the overall design. 
Experimentation will provide a more reliable measure of the effect 
of seals and certifications than could be obtained through the use 
of a survey. Admittedly, the laboratory setting will not have the 
realism that would be possible if a field experiment were run, 
however, the laboratory will greatly facilitate the placement of 
the various seals on the products, and will produce the controlled 
conditions necessary to isolate and measure the effect of seals. 
Furthermore, the laboratory setting, although artificial, will still 
26 
27 
preser\'e the essential structure and properties of the real life 
situation, and this coupled with the use of adult consumers as 
subjects should improve the validity of the findings. 
The laboratory experiment, of course, will only be used 
to measure the effect of seals and certifications on actual 
purchase behavior. Data concerning the credibility and meaning of 
these symbols will be obtained through the use of questionnaires 
designed to measure these aspects, while standard measures of the 
individual-difference items will also be used. The purpose of this 
chapter will be to describe the experiment, its conduct, and the 
administration of each of these measures in detail. 
SCOPE 
Even though there are a multitude of seals and certi¬ 
fications appearing on products today (51), this study was 
limited to only those symbols that appear physically on products.^ 
Furthermore, since the study was limited to housewives only seals 
and certifications relevant to consumer-products were included, 
and in addition, such certifications as that of the Power Tool 
Institute, Outdoor Power Equipment Institute and the like were 
excluded as these subjects may be assumed to be unfamiliar with 
products bearing them. 
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Specifically the study was limited to an investigation of 
seals and certifications of the following third-party and commercial 
sources as well as a small number of fictitious symbols. 
Third-Party Seals 
1. Good Housekeeping Seal 
2. Parents’ Magazine Seal 
3. Underwriters’ Laboratory Seal 
4. U.S.D.A. CHOICE Stamp 
Commercial Seals 
1. W. T. Grants’ ’’Laboratory Tested and Approved" Seal 
2. Monsanto’s "Wear-Dated" Label 
3. Macy’s Bureau of Standards Seal 
4. Shop-N-Bag "Satisfaction Guaranteed" Meat Label 
The four third-party seals and/or certifications were 
selected for inclusion first, based on three criteria: prominence 
in the marketplace, the results of prior studies (16, 17, 18, 28), 
and inclusion of a cross-section of seals and certifications with 
respect to their "ability to meet the test of the market." By the 
ability to meet the test of the market is meant the degree to which 
the particular seal relies for its continued existence on its 
marketability to firms as a promotional tool. Based on this 
criterion, an independence-dependence continuum could be established 
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with respect to this test of the market, and the four seals placed 
on it as shown in Figure 1. 
Since the Good Housekeeping and Parents’ Magazine seals are 
available only to manufacturers who advertise in these magazines, 
the seal’s existence is based primarily, if not totally, on their 
marketability as a promotional tool. Therefore, they have been 
placed on the right or ’’dependence” end of the continuum. On the 
other hand, the U.S.D.A, CHOICE Stamp has been placed on the left 
or ’’independence” end of the continuum since it is the product of 
a Federal inspection and grading program. The Underwriters’ 
Laboratory Seal has been placed in the middle of this continuum by 
virtue of the organization’s ’’not for profit” status. However, the 
Laboratory is still a private corporation depending on a continued 
demand for its services in the marketplace. 
Once the third-party seals and certifications had been 
selected, the following products were chosen for use in the research 
design since they represent a cross-section of the products bearing 
seals which are purchased regularly by female consumers: liquid 
dishwashing soap, children’s undershirts, electric hot pots, and 
beef steak. 
Finally, the commercial seals and certifications listed 
previously were selected based on their appropriateness relative 
to the products chosen. Similarly, appropriate fictitious seals were 
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created for use in each product category during the choice 
experiment. These seals bearing simply the words "Approved," 
"Deluxe," "Guaranteed" and "Tested" were then incorporated into 
the experiment as shown in Table 2. 
HYPOTHESES 
The following hypotheses which were set forth in Chapter I, 
will be evaluated by the experiment and questionnaires designed 
for this purpose: 
1. In a consumer decision-making situation, the use of 
seals and certifications will be positively related 
to the individual’s perception of risk. 
2. In a consumer decision-making situation, the use 
of seals and certifications will be negatively related 
to the individual's specific self-confidence. 
3. The relationship between the use of seals and 
certifications and generalized self-confidence will 
be "curvilinear" with those individual's who are 
high or low in generalized self-confidence using 
them less. 
4. In a consumer decision-making situation, the use 
of seals and certifications will be positively related 
to the individual's need for cognitive clarity. 
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5. In a consumer decision-making situation, the effect 
of cognitive style on the use of seals and certifi¬ 
cations will be related to the individual’s need for 
cognitive clarity as follows: 
a. When need for cognitive clarity is high, cognitive 
style will have an effect on the use of seals 
and certifications, with clarifiers making greater 
use of them than simplifiers. 
b. When need for cognitive clarity is low, cognitive 
style will have no effect on the use of seals 
and certifications. 
6. Personal sources of information will be evaluated by 
consumers as more credible than impersonal sources. 
7. Independent sources of information will be evaluated 
by consumers as more credible than avocate sources. 
8. Seals and certifications will be evaluated by 
consumers as more credible than advertisements or 
salesmen. 
OPERATIONAL DEFINITIONS AND MEASURES 
In order to test these hypotheses, the following operational 
definitions will be used: 
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—Use of seals and certifications as informational sources 
Since the consumer decision-making situation in the laboratory 
will involve the choice between similar products with and without 
various types of seals or certifications, the selection of a product 
bearing a seal or certification will be interpreted as evidence that 
the individual has used the information provided by the symbol in 
making her decision* The validity of this measure will be checked by 
means of a post-decision question concerning the reasons for the 
choices. [See Appendix I, p. 151] 
A second measure of the degree to which each of the subjects 
utilize seals and certifications while shopping will be provided by 
the seven item "Final Questionnaire*" [See Appendix VII, p. 168] 
Each subject's responses to the descriptive statements concerning use 
of seals and certifications contained therein (which were developed 
from an exploratory questionnaire), when quantified will provide a 
"use score" for each individual. 
—Perceived risk 
The individual's perception of the risk involved in selecting 
a particular product will be measured by a short questionnaire con¬ 
cerning the magnitude of risk they associate with the purchase and 
use of this particular product. (57) [See Appendix III, p.l55] 
--Need for cognitive clarity 
A measure of each individual's need for cognitive clarity will 
be the eight item "Situational Response Test" used by Cox. (14) 
[See Appendix IV, pp* 156-7] 
—Cognitive style 
Each individual will be classified as either a "clarifier" or 
a "simplifier" based on her responses on the 12 item "Statement of 
Personal Preference Test" used by Cox. (14) [See Appendix IV, pp.158-9] 
—Specific self-confidence 
Each individual's degree of specific self-confidence in her 
ability to evaluate and purchase each product will be determined by a 
short questionnaire similar to that used by Bell. (11) [See Appendix 
III, p. 154] 
--Generalized self-confidence 
Each individual's generalized self-confidence will be measured 
by the 10 item "Self-Description Questionnaire" used by Day and Hamblin 
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(20) which was developed from the longer test used by Janis and 
Field (34) [See Appendix IV, p. 160] 
—Source credibility 
Each individual's perception of the credibility of various 
informational sources will be measured by means of three semantic 
differential scales each, for the attributes of trustworthiness, 
expertise, and impartiality. [See Appendix V, pp. 162-5] 
RESEARCH DESIGN 
To evaluate the use of seals and certifications in consumer 
decision-making, a simulated shopping experiment will be created. 
During the course of this experiment, each subject will be given the 
task of purchasing (choosing) four common household products from an 
array of unfamiliar brands some of which will have various types of 
seals or certifications and some of which will not. 
Following completion of this task the subjects were asked to 
complete a number of questionnaires including measures on perceived 
risk, several personality items, and a questionnaire designed to mea¬ 
sure the perceived credibility of the major sources of information 
available to the consumer. 
The final part of the data collection procedure will 
utilize questionnaires dealing directly with the subjects knowledge 
and attitude toward specific seals and certifications and toward 
products that had them. In order to aid the subject's recall. 
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slides of nine of these symbols will be shown. In each case the 
subjects, will be asked to indicate whether they have ever seen the 
seal, what their evaluation of products that have the seal is, 
and what the seal means to them. This phase of the study will be con¬ 
cluded with a one-page questionnaire requiring the subject to charac¬ 
terize her personal use of seals and certifications while shopping. 
PHYSICAL ARRANGEMENTS 
The research was conducted in a number of church, civic, 
and university meeting halls in and around Newark, Delaware 
between October, 1971 and January 1972. Prior to the arrival 
of the subjects, the experimenter had set up one area of the hall 
like a classroom with furniture suitable for completing the 
questionnaires, a slide projector, and a screen. These arrange¬ 
ments varied somewhat depending on the available facilities, 
however, the basic classroom set up was achieved in every 
case. 
At the other end of the hall, and generally away from the 
entrance, the simulated shopping situation was created. This con¬ 
sisted of a 4’ by 8' plywood table which was divided into four 
decision stations by a 16" cardboard divider as shown in Figure 2. 
At each decision station four brands of each product were 
displayed. In the cases of all products but the steaks, the brands 
included were comparable private label merchandise from outside of 
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FIGURE 2 
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the Delaware Valley. Each brand was identified by a letter from 
A to P which appeared on a 1" x 1 1/2" card placed in front of 
each position. Three of the four brands at each decision station 
had one of the three types of seals previously shown in Table 2, 
while the fourth had no seal at all. Each seal thus appeared only 
once to each subject. Furthermore, the brand-seal combinations, 
and the positions of the products on the table were rotated through 
out the experiment to minimize any effect due to these factors. 
PRODUCTS 
The hot pots were viewed by the subjects while still in 
their boxes with the lids of the boxes closed. Therefore, since 
the pots were hidden from view, the selection was based solely on 
the package. The boxes were all about the same size, and bore 
similar instruction, pictures, etc. All of the pots were imported 
but the "made in..." logo was obliterated with a black mark in 
all cases. A Macy's price tag was placed on the upper right front 
of each box and marked $2.99. The seals were affixed on the left 
side half way up the side of the label. The letters A, B, C, and 
D were used to identify the pots. [See Appendix IX, p. 171] 
The steaks were always cut from the same side of beef and 
each package contained two 1/2" thick "Butter Steaks." Care was 
exercised to make sure that there was no observable difference 
between the packages prior to the placement of the labels and seals 
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The steaks were placed on white foam trays and wrapped in cello¬ 
phane. A standard "Shop-N-Bag" meat price tag was placed in the 
upper right corner of each package. The price, weight, and price 
per pound of all four packages was the same. The seals were placed 
in the lower left hand corner of the package, outside of the 
cellophane. The letters E, F, G, and H were used to identify the 
steaks. [See Appendix IX, p. 172] 
The dishwashing detergents were all of the pink lotion 
variety and came in 32 oz. plastic bottles with white caps. Their 
labels were approximately the same size and each had nearly the 
same printed information. The colors on the labels were varied. 
Each bottle was marked with a W. T. Grants price tag reading $.39. 
This tag was on the top of each bottle to the right of the cap. 
The seals were affixed above the center of each label. The letters 
I, J, K, and L were used to identify the detergents [See Appendix 
IX, p. 172] 
The boys * undershirts were all purchased from the same store 
and came in identical plastic wrappers. However, the labels at 
the neck were all different. All of the labels were blue and yellow 
on white, however, two had "Wash -n-Wear" and two had "Perma Press" 
in bold letters. Furthermore, the lettering in each was different. 
In addition each of the labels contained the information that the 
shirts were 35% Cotton and 65% Dacron Polyester. The shirts were 
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the same size and were encased in plastic bags. Each had a Macy's 
price tag showing $.89 in the upper right hand corner. The seals 
were placed inside of the plastic bags in the lower right hand 
comer. The letter M, N, 0, and P were used to identify the shirts. 
[See Appendix IX, p. 173] 
SUBJECTS 
The subjects for the research were female adults drawn from 
a number of civic and church organizations. In return for their 
cooperation, the author contributed $1.50 per participating member 
to the organization’s treasury. The specific organizations were 
selected with the objective of obtaining a representative cross- 
section of the population. [See Appendix VIII, pp. 169-70] 
The subjects were told through their leaders, only that 
they would be participating in a marketing study, and that the time 
required was about two hours. Generally, the sessions took place 
at the group's normal meeting place, and were at night. In all 
198 subjects completed the data gathering procedure. 
PILOT STUDIES 
Brand Neutrality Pilot 
The object of this first pilot study was to determine if, 
in fact, the brands that had been selected were neutral. Twenty 
student subjects were recruited and volunteered to participate in 
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the decision making exercise. They were given the task of selecting 
or buying one brand of each of the four products and indicating 
that choice by letter on the Product Choice Form. [See Appendix I, 
p. 151 ] The brands presented were those just described except 
that the seals had not yet been applied to any of them. The 
positions of the brands were rotated so that each appeared in each 
of the four possible positions on the table an equal number of 
times. 
Following completion of the task the subjects were informally 
asked why they had made the selections that they did. The results 
indicated that the subjects generally perceived little difference 
between the alternative brands and generally had no strong 
preferences. Furthermore, a chi-square analysis of the choice 
frequencies relative to the predicted 25% split proved not statisti¬ 
cally significant at the .05 level for each product category. 
Full Scale Pilot Studies 
Procedure. - In order to accomplish the objectives of the re¬ 
search and to specifically test the hypotheses previously set forth; a 
consumer decision-making experiment, and five questionnaires were deve¬ 
loped. These questionnaires varied with respect to the obviousness of 
their intent from the general measures of perceived risk, self- 
confidence, and other personality characteristics, to those question¬ 
naires which were accomplished by slides and specifically dealt with 
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the topic of seals and certifications. In between these two extremes 
was the credibility questionnaire which was to measure the general 
credibility of various sources of shopping information including 
but not emphasizing, seals and certifications. 
Once these measures had been developed it became apparent 
that in order to avoid biasing the responses of the subjects 
consideration had to be given to the order of presentation of these 
measures. In fact, three specific situations had to be considered: 
(1) The choice experiment had to precede the credibility measure 
and the specific questions concerning seals and certifications. 
Completion of these questionnaires prior to the choice experiment 
would reveal the major thrust of the research design, and would 
probably bias the subjects' choices. (2j Similarly, the credibility 
measure concerning seals and certifications as one of four major 
sources of shopping information had to be administered prior to the 
specific seals questions. (3) And finally, the perceived risk and 
specific self-confidence measures should, if possible, precede 
the choice experiment. If this condition is not met, a control 
group would have to be included to determine if the experience in 
the choice experiment was effecting the risk and self-confidence 
ratings since the products involved were the same. 
Based on these considerations, the following order of 
presentation was selected for trial in a full scale pilot: 
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1. Perceived risk and self-confidence measures 
2. Personality measures 
3. Choice experiment 
4. Credibility measure 
5. Seals meaning measure 
6. Seals use measure 
The objective of the full scale pilot study was to determine 
if there were any procedural problems in administering the research 
design as well as to determine if the placements of the various 
seals on the products were realistic. Ten adult subjects were 
recruited and paid in the standard manner, and the research was 
administered to the group in the order described above. Then, 
following completion of the entire procedure the experimenter spent 
considerable time discussing the study with the subjects. 
Results. - In the discussion with the pilot group, three 
problem areas were identified. First, a significant amount of waiting 
time developed at both the start of the research and during the choice 
experiment. This was due to the somewhat less than punctual arrival 
of the subjects for the evening meeting, and the necessity for con¬ 
ducting the choice experiment in subgroups involving only four 
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subjects at any one time. During these waiting periods, conver¬ 
sations tended to develop and despite the warnings of the experi¬ 
menter, the research was discussed. Furthermore, the total 
elapsed time was nearly two hours from the scheduled starting time 
to the actual completion of the last questionnaire. 
The second problem which surfaced was the apparent 
inadequacy of the printed instructions for completing the semantic 
differential scales, [See Appendix II, p. 152 ] The majority 
of the subjects said they had never completed such scales before, 
and found themselves continually referring back to the instructions 
thus making the process tedious as well as confusing. 
The third problem arose concerning the instructions for 
completing the Seals Questionnaire. [See Appendix VI, p. 166-7] 
The subjects seem initially unsure of the overall procedure, and 
the discussion following the session revealed that the instructions 
were hard to follow without an example of one of the seals being 
projected on the screen. 
Therefore, to overcome these initial problems, several 
changes were made in the procedure before conducting a second 
pilot study. First the order of presentation was changed, and the 
choice experiment was run first. Thus, as soon as the first set 
of subjects arrived, they took part in the experiment, and when 
they finished, the later arrivals were ready to participate. This 
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eliminated the problem of waiting for everyone to arrive before 
starting and often cut 15 minutes off of the total elapsed time. 
In addition, a research assistant was utilized to act as a receptionist 
and to caution the subjects against discussing the research. 
The problems with the instructions for completion of the 
semantic differential were overcome by introducing a visual aid. 
This aid consisted of a 2' by 3’ display showing the following: 
GOOD __: _; _: _: _: _ BAD 
Very Quite Slight Slight Quite V'ery 
This display was utilized during the instruction period and left 
up for reference during the remainder of the session. 
Furthermore, the American Dental Association Seal of 
Acceptance was selected for use as an example, and was projected on 
the screen while the instructions for completion of the Seals 
Questionnaire were being reviewedo 
The second pilot study involving eight subjects was then 
conducted. The modified procedure seemed to eliminate the previous 
problems, and in the ensuing discussion with the subjects no 
additional problem areas surfaced. Therefore, the modified procedure 
was adopted, with the choice experiment preceding the risk and 
self-confidence measures. These measures were then followed in order 
by the personality measures, the credibility questionnaire, and the 
specific questions concerning existing seals and certifications. 
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THE STUDY 
CHOICE EXPERIMENT 
As the subjects arrived to participate in the research they 
were greeted by a student assistant who gave them a 3" by 5” card 
with an identifying number on it and explained that the number was 
to be placed on all documents used in the research. The subjects 
were then asked to wait for the experimenter to come for them. As 
soon as at least four subjects had arrived the experimenter came 
over and introduced himself and led four subjects over to the 
decision-making area. Each subject was handed a Product Choice 
Form^ [See Appendix I, p. 151 ] and asked to put her identifying 
number in the space provided. The subjects were then given the 
following instructions: 
Now you are about to take part in a shopping 
exercise during which you are going to be asked to 
purchase four products; an electric hot pot, a steak, 
a dishwashing detergent and a boy’s undershirt. Four 
brands of each of these products have been set up on 
the table behind me and are identified by the letters 
A through P. We want you to make your purchases by 
circling the letter on your Product Choice Form which 
corresponds to the brand of each product you would 
buy. 
However, to avoid confusion we want you to go 
about making your decisions in the following manner. 
When you are given the signal to start, I want each 
of you to go to the table and stand facing one of 
the four groups of products there. Since each of you 
will be selecting all four products, where you start 
is unimportant. When you are all in position you will 
be given one minute to look at the brands in front of 
you and to decide which one to select. However, at 
no time may you touch the product or talk to your 
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neighbor. Then you will be instructed to move 
clockwise to the left around the table and to 
repeat the process for the next product. This 
process will be repeated until each of you has 
made four selections. 
Since we are asking that there be no talking 
during the shopping exercise, please ask any 
questions you may have at this time, (pause) 
Okay. Before we start let me review our 
instructions. 
1) There will be no talking from here on. 
2) You may look at the brands but do not touch 
them. 
3) When you are instructed to move please 
move to your left. 
4) Be sure to mark each selection next to the 
correct product on your decision form. 
5) Please listen carefully and follow 
directions. (pause) 
Now please go to the table and position your¬ 
selves in front of one of the four groups of products, 
(pause) 
Look at the brands in front of you and decide 
which one you would purchase 
(60 second pause) 
Now please record your decision on the Product 
Choice Form. 
(20 second pause) 
Now please move to your left and position your¬ 
self in front of the next group of products. Look 
at the brands in front of you and decide which one 
you would purchase. 
(60 second pause) 
Now please record... 
These instructions were repeated until the subjects had 
made all four choices. Then the four subjects were asked to go 
to the classroom area and to complete the bottom part of the 
Product Choice Form by indicating why they had purchased the 
products that they did. The experimenter then returned to the 
reception area and greeted another group of four subjects. This 
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process was repeated until all of the subjects had completed the 
choice experiment and were assembled in the classroom area. 
All of the 198 subjects took part in the experiment, however, 
only 161 of them completed the choice experiment prior to completing 
the risk and self-confidence measures. The remaining 37 completed 
these measures first, and then took part in the choice experiment. 
By splitting the group in this manner, and comparing the risk and 
self-confidence scores of the two groups, any effect on these 
measures resulting from the completion of the choice experiment 
first could be determined. To this end, the risk and self- 
confidence scores of the two groups were compared using a chi- 
square test. However, the results were not statistically signifi¬ 
cant at the .05 level in any of the product categories, [See 
Appendix XII, pp. 176-7] and therefore, the two groups were 
combined for all future analysis. 
GENERAL QUESTIONNAIRES 
Since the semantic differential (44) is one of the major 
data gathering instruments used in the research, and since few 
of the subjects were familiar with it, time was taken at the outset 
to thoroughly explain its use. The first page of the Product 
Evaluation Questionnaire was devoted to instructing the subjects 
concerning the use of the measure, and these instructions were 
carefully reviewed by the experimenter. Furthermore, since it was 
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revealed in the pilot study that these instructions, although quite 
standard, were still insufficient, a visual aid was introduced. 
This consisted of a 2' by 3’ display showing the following: 
GOOD _ : _ : _ : _ : _ : _ : BAD 
Very Quite Slight Slight Quite Very 
This display was left in full view throughout the entire session. 
Once the instructions for completing the semantic differential 
had been fully explained and any remaining questions answered the 
subjects were asked to complete the Product Evaluation Questionnaire 
and the Product Questionnaire. [See Appendixes II and III, pp. 152-5] 
The former asked the subjects to indicate their feelings about the 
products and brands that are available in the marketplace today by 
completing 19 semantic differential scales on attributes relevant 
to consumer-products, while the latter contained the following two 
questions with respect to each of the four product categories 
included in the choice experiment: 
1. Please indicate for each product whether you are 
extremely confident, very confident, somewhat 
confident, not very confident, or not very con¬ 
fident in your ability to evaluate and purchase 
that item. 
2. Please indicate for each product whether you 
feel that there is no risk, low risk, moderate 
risk, high risk, or very high risk associated 
with its use. By risk we mean the uncertainty 
about using an unfamiliar brand, which may some¬ 
times result in differing degrees of unpleasant 
and perhaps grave physical, personal and social 
consequences. 
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No time constraints were placed on the subjects, however, 
they were encouraged to work rapidly, and not to spend a large 
amount of time on any one answer. When the Product Evaluation 
Questionnaire was completed, the subjects went right on and completed 
the Product Questionnaire. 
When they were finished, the subjects were given the 
Preliminary Questionnaires and asked to complete them in accordance 
with the printed instructions. [See Appendix IV, pp. 156-61] 
This questionnaire had four parts consisting of the standard measures 
of cognitive style, need for certainty, and generalized self- 
confidence, as well as a section soliciting classificatory information 
about the subject and her family. 
CREDIBILITY QUESTIONNAIRE 
Following completion of the personality measures, the subjects 
were asked to complete the Information Questionnaire. [See Appendix 
V, pp. 162-5 ] This questionnaire was designed to measure the 
relative credibility of the four major sources of shopping information 
available to consumers. It consisted of 16 questions that measured by 
means of semantic scales the trustworthiness, expertise, and impar¬ 
tiality of each information source concerning a purchase in each of the 
four product categories incorporated in the choice experiment. The 
four information sources evaluated were an advertisement, a salesman, 
a friend, and a seal or certification of approval. 
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SEALS QUESTIONNAIRES 
The purpose of this final phase of the research was to 
determine the subject's specific knowledge about various seals 
and certifications, and to measure their attitudes toward the 
products that have them. For this purpose a two-page questionnaire 
was developed to be completed in conjunction with slides of 
individual seals or certifications to be shown on the screen at 
the front of the classroom area. [See Appendix VI, pp. 166-7] 
For each slide shown the subjects were asked to do the following: 
1. To indicate whether or not they have ever seen 
the seal or certification now on the screen, 
2. to indicate using the same 19 item semantic 
differential as before what they think of products 
and brands that have the seal, and 
3. to indicate whether they agree or disagree with 
a series of 10 statements about the products that 
3 
have the seal or certification. 
In this fashion, the subjects completed the two-page 
questionnaire for each of the eight commercial and third-party 
seals included in the scope of the study as well as for a fictitious 
seal bearing the words "Seal of Approval." [See Appendix X, p. 174] 
The order of appearance of these seals was initially determined by 
the selection of random numbers, with the additional constraint 
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that the commercial and third-party seals be alternated. However, 
once this order was established, the slide shown first was selected 
so that each slide appeared in each position approximately the 
same number of times. A chi-square analysis of the frequences 
indicates that the objective was achieved. [See Appendix XI, p. 175] 
When the subjects had completed the ninth questionnaire, the 
projector was turned off and the subjects were asked to complete 
the one-page Final Questionnaire. [See Appendix VII, p. 168] 
The purpose of this questionnaire was to determine the degree to 
which the subject utilized seals and certifications when actually 
choosing products. It consisted of a series of seven statements 
made by a person concerning her use of seals in real life shopping 
situations. By indicating how often they would act this way, the 
subjects characterized their own use of these symbols. 
DEBRIEFING 
Following completion of this entire procedure, the subjects 
were debriefed concerning the nature of the research, and were 
pledged to secrecy for the remainder of the data gathering period. 
The method of payment was explained to them, and they were thanked 
for their cooperation. It is important to note, that at no time 
during these debriefings did any of the subjects indicate that they 
were aware of the artificial seal placement on the products used in 
the choice experiment. 
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SUMMARY 
In summary, the scope of the research has been set forth 
to include both third-party and commercial seals and certifications 
that are found on products purchased by adult female consumers. 
The hypotheses proposed in Chapter I have been formally stated, 
and operational definitions made for both the independent and 
dependent variables. To test these hypotheses and to generate data 
for analysis of the use, recognition, and meaning of existing 
certifications; a consumer decision-making experiment, and five 
questionnaires were developed, and administered to 198 adult 
female residents of Northern Delaware. 
During the decision-making experiment each subject was given 
the task of selecting four different products from among four 
unknown brands. In each product category, three of the alternative 
selections had some kind of seal or certification, while the fourth 
had none. The subjects were first asked to make their selections, 
and then to indicate why they had chosen the brand that they had. 
The subjects were then assembled in a classroom, and asked 
to complete a number of questionnaires including measures on 
perceived risk, several personality items, and a questionnaire 
designed to measure the perceived credibility of the major sources 
of shopping information available to consumers. Following completion 
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of these questionnaires the subjects were shown slides of a number 
of existing seals and certifications and in response to each, they 
were asked to indicate whether they had ever seen the seal, what 
were their evaluations on products that had it, and what the seal 
meant to them. The study concluded with a one-page questionnaire 
requiring each subject to characterize her personal use of seals 
and certifications while shopping. 
FOOTNOTES 
^Ratings by Consumer Reports were excluded since the use 
of such ratings in advertising and on products is prohibited. 
At no time during the pilot studies or during any debrief¬ 
ings following completion of the data gathering phase did any of 
the subjects indicate that they had recognized any of these 
products. 
^These statements concerning the meaning of the seals 
were developed based on the findings of Mrs. Grant (26) and the 
results of a series of exploratory interviews in which the subjects 
were shown facsimiles of the various seals and asked "What does the 
presence of this seal on a product tell you about that product?" 
55 
CHAPTER III 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION - I 
In the next two chapters the results of the study will be 
presented, analyzed, and discussed. Chapter III will be concerned 
with the findings relative to the eight hypotheses, while Chapter 
IV will concentrate on the specific findings concerning the meaning 
and use of particular seals and certifications. 
In the first section of Chapter III, the relationships between 
the use of seals and certifications and various individual and 
product characteristics will be examined. Each of the five hypotheses 
concerning these relationships will be evaluated separately, and 
in each case statistical analyses of the findings will be presented 
followed by a brief discussion of same. In the second section, the 
relative credibility of the four major sources of shopping informa¬ 
tion will be examined, and the data relevant to these three hypo¬ 
theses will be evaluated for their significance. 
MEASURES AND METHODS OF ANALYSIS 
USE SCORES 
Participation in the choice experiment resulted in a "use 
score" for each subject based on whether or not they selected products 
that had seals or certifications. When considered for analysis on an 
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individual product basis, each choice was discrete and the 
frequencies were, therefore, subjected to chi-square analyses. 
However, when the four choices were grouped for analysis, a "total 
use score" was obtained, and although discrete, was treated as a 
continuous variable. This score was subjected to analysis of 
variance and other comparisons« 
The Final Questionnaire [See Appendix VII, p. 168 ] provided 
a second measure of overall seal usage. This questionnaire consisted 
of seven five-point scales concerning the subject’s overall use of 
seals and certifications while shopping and when tabulated, resulted 
in a "generalized use score" for each subject. This score was also 
treated as a continuous variable and subjected to various analyses. 
CREDIBILITY MEASURES 
The Information Questionnaire [See Appendix V, pp. 162-5] 
yielded six-point semantic differential scale data for each of the 
three credibility dimensions. This data, though discrete, was treated 
as continuous and subjected to analysis of variance and Dunnet's Test 
for multiple comparisons. (59, pp. 89-91) 
MEANING PROFILES 
Both the Seals Questionnaire and the Product Evaluation 
Questionnaire [See Appendices II and VI , pp, 153 and 166] yielded 
profiles based on 19 six-point semantic differential scales. In all, 
ten profiles were obtained for each subject including one for products 
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with a fictitious seal, and one for the general mix of products 
available in the marketplace today. These profiles were analyzed 
using the "d" measure proposed by Osgood and Suci (43), and 
Nunnally's method of cluster analysis. (42) 
RESULTS 
USE OF SEALS AND CERTIFICATIONS AS INFORMATIONAL SOURCES 
Validity of the Use Measures 
As outlined in the previous section, there were two measures 
of each subject's use of seals and certifications as informational 
sources concerning the evaluation and selection of products. The 
first of these was a total use score based on the total number of 
seal or certification-bearing products selected in the choice experi¬ 
ment. In computing this measure, selection of a product bearing 
any one of the three types of symbols was interpreted as evidence 
that the subject had made use of the seal in making her decision. 
The validity of this interpretation was substantiated by 
the data taken from the lower half of the Product Choice Form. 
[See Appendix I, p. 151 ] This post-choice measure asked the 
subjects to indicate in their own words the reasons for the choices 
that they had just made. The results which are summarized in Table 
3, clearly support the interpretation made above with the presence 
of a seal or certification being given as the stated reason for 
choosing a particular product in 73% of the cases. 
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TABLE 3 
CHOICE EXPERIMENT RESULTS 
Product 
Percentage Choosing 
Product with Seal 
Percentage Giving Seal 
as Reason for Choice 
Appliance 83% 64% 
Clothing 94 79 
Detergent 86 83 
Steak 75 66 
All Products 85% 73% 
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The generalized use score for each subject reflecting her 
stated level of seal or certification usage, was then correlated 
with her total use score which reflected her actual selection of 
products bearing seals in the experiment. This resulted in a 
correlation coefficient, r = .45 which is significantly different 
from zero and in a positive direction.^ 
Perceived Risk 
The relationship between the subjects’ perception of the risk 
associated with the use of each of the four products and their use 
of seal and certifications when selecting them was examined by 
testing Hypothesis 1 which stated: 
In a consumer decision-making situation, 
the use of seals and certifications will 
be positively related to the individual’s 
perception of risk. 
In order to test this hypothesis, the subject’s level of 
perceived risk associated with the use of each of the four product 
categories was classified as being high or low based on her response 
to the risk measure incorporated in the Product Questionnaire 
[See Appendix III, p.155] Subjects who indicated that they 
perceived "no risk" or "low risk" were classified in the low risk 
group whereas subjects who indicated that they perceived "moderate, 
high, or very high risk" were classified in the high risk group. 
The relative frequency of seal use in each group was then analyzed 
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by means of a chi-square test of independence, and the results are 
presented in Table 4. 
These results indicate that the percentage of subjects 
choosing a brand with a seal or certification was greater in all 
cases for the high risk group. Furthermore, the chi-square analysis 
of these frequencies indicates that these differences are statis¬ 
tically significant at the specified level in all cases, and 
Hypothesis 1, is therefore supported. 
Discussion 
In his original article, Bauer (6) stated that consumers 
develop risk reducing strategies that enable them to make decisions 
in situations where information is inadequate and the consequences 
of their behaviour incalculable. Cox (15) further stated that one 
of the major strategies of risk reduction was information acquisi¬ 
tion which enables the consumer to increase the level of subjective 
certainty of a favorable outcome; and that this information acqui¬ 
sition was related to the amount and type of perceived risk. In 
the present experiment when faced with the task of choosing among 
unfamiliar brands, consumers who had perceived high risk appear to 
have resorted to the use of the available information cues (seals 
and certifications) more frequently than those who had perceived 
low levels of risk. This result appears to be quite consistent 
with the predictions of the perceived risk researchers. Apparently, 
those subjects who had perceived high risk were more uncertain about 
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TABLE 4 
USE OF SEALS AND CERTIFICATIONS AS A 
FUNCTION OF PERCEIVED RISK 
Product Low High Chi-Square 
Appliance 68% (56f 89% (142) 13.47* 
Clothing 85 (110) 94 (88) 4.73* 
Detergent 81 (113) 93 (85) 5.47* 
Steak 69 (102) 81 (96) 5.22* 
All Products 77% (381) 89% (411) 22.88* 
*Significant at the .05 level 
a For example, 56 subjects indicated that they felt low risk associated 
with the use of appliances, and 68% of this group chose an appliance 
with a seal or certification. 
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the outcome of their choices than their counterparts who had per¬ 
ceived low risk, and therefore, may have tended to utilize the 
information conveyed by seals to reduce this uncertainty. 
Self-Confidence 
The relationship between the subjects' use of seals and 
certifications and their specific and generalized self-confidence 
was examined by testing hypotheses 2 and 3. Hypothesis 2 stated: 
In a consumer decision-making situation, 
the use of seals and certifications will 
be negatively related to the individual's 
specific self-confidence. 
By specific self-confidence is meant the individual's 
stated degree of confidence in her ability to evaluate and purchase 
a specific product. In order to evaluate this hypothesis, the 
subject's level of self-confidence was first classified as being 
high or low for each product category. This classification was based 
on their response to the confidence measure which was incorporated 
in the Product Questionnaire. [See Appendix HI, p. 154] 
Those subjects who had indicated that they were "extremely confident" 
or "very confident" were classified in the high confidence group 
whereas those who had indicated that they were "somewhat, not very, 
or not at all confident" were classified in the low confidence group. 
The relative frequency of seal use in each group was then analyzed, 
by product, using a chi-square test of independence, and the results 
are presented in Table 5. 
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TABLE 5 
USE OF SEALS AND CERTIFICATIONS AS A FUNCTION 
OF SPECIFIC SELF-CONFIDENCE 
Product 
Specific Self- 
High 
•Confidence 
Low Chi-Square 
Appliance 74% (80)a 90% (118) 8.88* 
Clothing 85 (130) 97 (68) 7.00* 
Detergent 83 (119) 91 (79) 2.56 
Steak 68 (94) 81 (104) 4.20* 
All Products 78% (423) 89% (369) 15.36* 
* Significant at the .05 level 
^ For example , 80 subjects indicated that they had a high degree 
of self-confidence in their ability to evaluate and purchase 
appliances, and 74% of this group chose an appliance with a 
seal or certification. 
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These results indicate that the percentage of subjects 
selecting a brand with a seal or certification was greater in all 
cases in the low confidence group. Furthermore, the chi-square 
analysis of the frequencies indicates that this difference was signi¬ 
ficant at the .05 level in all but the detergent category. These 
findings, therefore, support the existence of a negative relationship 
between specific self-confidence and the use of seals and certifi¬ 
cations as informational sources, and Hypothesis 2 stands 
supported. 
Hypothesis 3 relates to generalized self-confidence and 
stated: 
The relationship between the use of seals 
and certifications and generalized self- 
confidence will be ’’curvilinear" with those 
individuals who are high or low in general - 
ized self-confidence using them less. 
In order to test this hypothesis each subject was classified 
as being high, medium or low in generalized self-confidence based on 
her responses on the 10 item "Statements of Self-Description" 
exercise. [See Appendix IV , p. 160] Subjects with scores between 
0 and 4 were classified in the low generalized self-confidence group, 
subjects with scores of 5 to 7 in the medium group, and subjects with 
scores of 8 to 10 in the high group. The resulting group sizes are 
shown in Table 8 and 9. Then both the generalized and total use 
scores of these three groups were analyzed by means of a one-way 
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analysis of variance and the results are shown in Tables 6 and 7. 
Both the F-ratios shown in Tables 6 and 7 are significant 
at the e05 level. Thus we can conclude that there is a significant 
difference between the use scores of the subjects in the three 
groups. However, in order to test the hypothesis of "curvilinearity" 
as we have defined it in Chapter I, the mean use scores of the high 
and low groups must be compared with those of the medium group. In 
order to make both of these comparisons and maintain the overall 
level of significance at the .05 level, Dunnet's method of multiple 
comparisons was used and the results are shown in Tables 8 and 9. 
In the case of both use measures, the mean of those subjects 
in the medium group was greater than those of the subjects in both 
the high and low groups. However, this difference was significant 
at the .05 level only in the cases of the two High vs. Medium 
comparisons. These results, therefore, do not support Hypothesis 3. 
A further analysis of the overall frequency data with 
respect to both generalized and specific self-confidence was then 
carried out. This cross-classification produced the results which 
are shown in Table 10. 
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TABLE 6 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF GENERALIZED USE SCORES 
Source of Variation Sums of Squares 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
Mean 
Squares F-Ratio 
Between Generalized 
Self-Confidence 
Levels 375.74 2 187.87 7.02* 
Residual (Within) 5219.63 195 26.77 
Totals 5595.37 197 
*Significant at the .05 level 
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TABLE 7 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF TOTAL USE SCORES 
Source of Variation Sums of Squares 
Degrees Mean 
of Freedom Squares F-Ratio 
Between Generalized 
Self-Confidence 
Levels 35.36 2 17.68 19.09* 
Residual (Within) 180.64 195 .93 
Totals 216.00 197 
*Significant at the .05 level 
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TABLE 8 
COMPARISON OF GENERALIZED USE SCORES AS A 
FUNCTION OF GENERALIZED SELF-CONFIDENCE 
Generalized 
Self-Confidence 
Group 
Size 
Group 
Mean d 
HIGH 46 21.39 
vs. 3.74* 
MEDIUM 75 25.00 
vs. 1.29 
LOW 77 23.94 
*Significant at the .05 level (overall) 
70 
TABLE 9 
COMPARISON OF TOTAL USE SCORES AS A FUNCTION 
OF GENERALIZED SELF-CONFIDENCE 
Generalized 
Self-Confidence 
Group 
Size 
Group 
Mean d 
HIGH 46 2.57 
vs. 5.58* 
MEDIUM 75 3.57 
vs. 0.95 
LOW 77 3.55 
*Significant at the .05 level (overall) 
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TABLE 10 
USE OF SEALS AND CERTIFICATIONS AS A FUNCTION OF SPECIFIC 
AND GENERALIZED SELF-CONFIDENCE 
Generalized Specific Self' -Confidence 
Self-Confidence Low High 
Low 89% (170)^ 89% (138) 
Medium 90 (98) 89 (114) 
High 60 (155) 89 (117) 
Chi-Square 50.92* .05 
*Significant at the .05 level 
For example, in 170 cases, a subject was low in both specific and 
generalized self confidence, and in 89% of these cases a product 
having a seal or certification was selected. 
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These results while somewhat inconclusive, would seem to 
indicate that when specific self-confidence is high, a person’s 
generalized self-confidence has little or no effect on the frequency 
of seal use. However, when specific self-confidence is low, 
generalized self-confidence does play a role, with those subjects 
who are high in generalized self-confidence using seals less. 
Discussion 
The experimental findings concerning generalized and specific 
self-confidence and use of seals and certifications as informational 
sources seem to be generally in agreement with the predictions. 
Specific self-confidence was found to have the expected negative 
2 
relationship to seal usage. However, the results did not support 
as strongly the predicted '’curvilinear" relationship between 
generalized self-confidence and the use of seals, even though such 
a relationship had been found by Cox and Bauer (7) and by Barach. (5) 
Furthermore, when the effects of the two types of self-confidence 
were considered simultaneously, generalized self-confidence was less 
of a factor when the individual's specific self-confidence was high. 
In attempting to explain these results it should initially 
be noted that the level of motivation to make the "correct" choice 
in the experiment was high. Subjects demonstrated this with their 
obvious attention to the task, and concern for knowing which was 
the "right or best" choice during the debriefing. Given this level 
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of motivation, it appears that subjects whose self-confidence was low 
concerning a certain product were more likely to utilize the available 
(seals) information in making their selection. On the other hand, sub¬ 
jects who were confident in their ability to judge certain products are 
less likely to seek or accept additional information in making this 
choice. The fact that seal utilization was so high (78%) in this group 
does not detract from the overall result since three of the four pro¬ 
ducts at each station had seals. However, the 89% usage percentage in 
the low self-confidence group is significantly higher than expected 
under random choice. 
Failure to obtain the pronounced "curvilinear" relationship 
between generalized self-confidence and seal usage which was hypothe¬ 
sized based on the self-confidence and persuasibility studies of Cox 
and Bauer (7), and Barach (5); can perhaps, be explained in terms of 
the types of informational sources involved. In the previously men¬ 
tioned studies, the "curvilinear" relationship surfaced when individuals 
low in generalized self-confidence refused to be influenced by avocate 
sources and, reacted against them in an attempt to protect their egos. 
(7, 11) However, in the present experiment, the source of information 
or persuasion was an impersonal-independent one, and it seems plausible 
that this backlash failed to materializes in the low generalized self- 
confidence group.^ 
Finally, the results concerning the interaction of specific 
and generalized self-confidence corroborate previous findings (7) in 
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supporting the position that where specific-self-confidence is high, 
generalized self-confidence will be less of a factor. 
Cognitive Needs and Style 
The effects of cognitive style and need for cognitive 
clarity (certainty) were analyzed by testing Hypotheses 4, and 5. 
Hypothesis 4, related to need for cognitive clarity and stated: 
In a consumer decision-making situation, the 
use of seal and certifications will be posi¬ 
tively related to the individuals need for 
cognitive clarity. 
In order to analyze this relationship, a median split of 
the scores on the eight item "Situational Response Test” [See 
Appendix IV, pp. 156-7 ] was made and each subject was 
classified as being either high (high scorers) or low (low scorers) 
in need for cognitive clarity. Then the use scores of the two 
groups were compared and the results are shown in Table 11. 
Both of the resulting t-values in Table 11 are significant 
at the .05 level. This result coupled with the direction of the 
difference, indicates that those subjects who were high in need 
for cognitive clarity made greater use of seals and certifications 
as information sources than those low in this need, and Hypothesis 
4 is therefore, supported. 
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TABLE 11 
USE OF SEALS AND CERTIFICATIONS AS A FUNCTION 
OF NEED FOR COGNITIVE CLARITY 
NEED FOR COGNITIVE 
High (108) 
CLARITY 
Low (90) t-value 
Generalized Use Score (mean) 24.46 23.16 3.53* 
Total Use Score (mean) 3.57 3.13 2.04* 
*Significant at the .05 level (two-tail) 
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Hypothesis 5 stated: 
In a consumer decision-making situation, the 
effect of cognitive style on the use of seals 
and certification will be related to the indi¬ 
viduals need for cognitive clarity as follows: 
a) When need for cognitive clarity is 
high, cognitive style will have an 
effect on use of seals and certi¬ 
fications with clarifiers making 
greater use of them than simplifiers. 
b) When need for cognitive clarity is 
low, cognitive style will have no 
effect on the use of seals and 
certifications. 
In order to ascertain these relationships, the subjects who 
had been previously classified with respect to their need for cog¬ 
nitive clarity were cross-classified with respect to their cognitive 
style. This classification was based on their responses on the 12 
item "Statements of Personal Preference Test" [See Appendix IV, 
pp. 158-9] . Again a median split of the scores was made with 
low scorers being classified as simplifiers, and high scoreres as 
clarifiers. The mean use scores for each of the four groups was 
then calculated, the comparisons were made, and the results are 
shown in Tables 12 and 13. 
As hypothesized, where the need for cognitive clarity among 
the subjects is high, cognitive style has a significant effect on 
the use of seals and certifications as informational sources with 
clarifiers using them more. Therefore, Hypothesis 5a stands supported. 
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TABLE 12 
COMPARISON OF GENERALIZED USE SCORES AS 
A FUNCTION OF COGNITIVE NEEDS AND STYLE 
COGNITIVE STYLE 
Simplifiers Clarifier t-Value 
High Need for 
Cognitive Clarity 23.28 (45) a 25.30 (63) 1.68* 
Low Need for 
Cognitive Clarity 23.36 (35) 23.02 (55) .43 
*Significant at the .05 level (one-tail) 
^ For example, there were 45 high need simplifiers, and their mean 
generalized use score was 23.28. 
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TABLE 13 
COMPARISON OF TOTAL USE SCORES AS A FUNCTION 
OF COGNITIVE NEEDS AND STYLES 
COGNITIVE 
Simplifier 
STYLE 
Clarifier t-value 
High Need for 
Cognitive Clarity 3.01 (45)^ 3.97 (63) 3.62* 
Low Need for 
Cognitive Clarity 3.07 (35) 3.16 (55) .63 
*Significant at the .05 level (one-tail) 
^For example, there were 45 high need simplifiers, and their 
mean total use score was 3.01. 
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On the other hand when the need for cognitive clarity is 
low in difference in use scores relative to cognitive style is not 
significant at the .05 level of statistical significance, and there¬ 
fore, hypothesis 5b concerning the role of cognitive style when need 
for cognitive clarity is low is also supported. 
Discussion 
\ 
These results basically confirm the Kelman-Cohler (36) hypo¬ 
thesis concerning the interaction of cognitive needs and style in 
affecting the way people handle an ambiguous situation such as the 
choice experiment. It appears, even in the present experimental 
situation, cognitive clarifiers tend to utilize available informa¬ 
tional cues and to act accordingly, whereas individuals who are 
classified as simplifiers tended to avoid this information. This 
effect seems to take place, however, only when the need for cogni¬ 
tive clarity is high. When this is not the case, the importance 
of dealing with the ambiguity is lower and cognitive style appears 
to play a reduced role. 
CREDIBILITY OF SEALS AND OTHER INFORMATION SOURCES 
The responses on the Information Questionnaire [See Appendix 
V, pp. 162-5 ] were then analyzed in order to determine the rela¬ 
tive trustworthiness, expertise, and impartiality of the four major 
sources of shopping information. For the purpose of these analyses, 
the classification shown in Figure 3 was used. 
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Personal 
Impersonal 
FIGURE 3 
CLASSIFICATION OF THE MAJOR SOURCES 
OF SHOPPING INFORMATION 
Avocate_Independent 
Salesman Friend 
Advertisement Seal or Certification 
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The responses were then analyzed by means of a two-way 
analysis of variance. This analysis was performed for each product 
category and for each of the three characteristics. The result 
of these analyses which are summarized in Tables 14 through 19, will 
be discussed in the following sectionSo [For the complete analysis 
of variance tables see Appendix XIII, pp, 177-81] 
Personal versus Impersonal Sources 
Hypothesis 6 stated: 
Personal sources of information will be evaluated 
by consumers as more credible than impersonal sources 
The data in Tables 14, 15 and 16 present somewhat conflicting 
findings concerning the credibility relationship between personal 
and impersoanl sources of shopping information. With respect to the 
characteristic of trustworthiness, personal sources, as predicted, 
are rated higher for all product categories, and except in the 
appliance category this difference is significant at the .05 level. 
Similar, but not as convincing results, are found with respect to the 
characteristic of impartiality. Although the F-ratios for clothing, 
steak, and for all products combined are significant at the .05 
level, those for appliances and detergents are not, and in fact, 
impersonal sources received a higher rating for the appliance 
category. 
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TABLE 14 
COMPARISON OF THE MEAN TRUSTWORTHINESS RATINGS 
OF PERSONAL AND 
OF SHOPPING 
IMPERSONAL SOURCES 
INFORMATION 
Product Personal Impersonal 
Category Sources Sources F-Ratio 
Appliances 2.54 2.67 3.24 
Clothing 2.40 2.70 15.84* 
Detergents 2.63 2.89 11.49* 
Steak 2.47 2.91 26.37* 
All Products 2.51 2.79 51.63* 
*SiQnificant at the .05 level 
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TABLE 15 
COMPARISON OF THE MEAN EXPERTISE RATINGS OF PERSONAL 
AND IMPERSONAL SOURCES OF SHOPPING INFORMATION 
Product 
Category 
Personal 
Sources 
Impersonal 
Sources F-Ratio 
Appliances 3.30 2.85 30.05* 
Clothing 3.29 2.90 20.25* 
Detergents 3.38 3.09 12.98* 
Steak 3.01 3.12 1.70 
All Products 3.25 2.99 35.94* 
*Significant at the .05 level 
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TABLE 16 
COMPARISON OF THE MEAN IMPARTIALITY RATINGS OF PERSONAL AND 
IMPERSONAL SOURCES OF SHOPPING INFORMATION 
Product 
Category 
Personal 
Sources 
Impersonal 
Sources F-Ratio 
Appliances 3.90 3.87 .67 
Clothing 3.49 3o88 12.82* 
Detergents 3.87 3.91 
C
M
 • 
Steak 3.58 3.84 7.49* 
All Products 3.70 3.87 10.46* 
*Significant at the .05 level 
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However, when the expertise of the various sources is con¬ 
sidered, the results are in the opposite direction with impersonal 
sources rating significantly higher in all categories except steak. 
This somewhat unexpected overall result may primarily be due to the 
very high level of expertise attributed to seals and certifications. 
(See Table 21) Whereas the lack of significance in the steak cate¬ 
gory can be attributed to the unusually high rating given to 
salesmen (meat clerks). 
Therefore, these findings would seem to support hypothesis 6 
when the trustworthiness and impartiality of the various sources are 
considered, but do not support the hypothesis when their expertise 
is examinedo 
Discussion 
These findings do not lend unqualified support to the belief 
that personal sources of information are more credible than impersonal 
sources, and therefore, more effective in influencing consumer beha¬ 
vior. What they do appear to indicate is that source credibility is 
topic or product bound as evidenced by the differences in ratings 
among the four product categories. Moreover, it would appear that 
the relative influence on buying behavior of personal versus impersonal 
sources would be a function of the information needs of the individual 
consumer. When she is seeking functional (performance) information, 
it would seem that impersonal sources, and especially seals and 
certifications, with their superior perceived expertise would be more 
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likely to influence her decision. However, when she is seeking 
psychosocial information, personal sources of information with their 
superior trustworthiness would seem to be more suitable, and there¬ 
fore, more influential. 
Avocate versus Independent Sources 
Hypothesis 7 stated: 
Independent sources of information will be 
evaluated by consumers as more credible than 
avocate sources. 
The data in Tables 17, 18 and 19 present quite definitive 
results concerning the credibility of avocate and independent sources. 
Regardless of which product category or characteristic is considered, 
independent sources appear significantly more credible. In fact, 
these differences are all significant at the oOl level. Thus 
Hypothesis 7 is supported. 
Discussion 
The findings concerning the relative credibility of inde¬ 
pendent versus avocate sources of shopping information appear to 
strongly support the position of Arndt (4) and others that based 
on their superior credibility, independent sources are more effective 
than avocate sources in influencing consumer behavior. Furthermore, 
the findings would appear to indicate that the greater perceived 
credibility of independent sources is not due merely to their lack 
of perceived bias, but likewise to their greater perceived 
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TABLE 17 
COMPARISON OF THE MEAN TRUSTWORTHINESS RATINGS OF AVOCATE AND 
INDEPENDENT SOURCES OF SHOPPING INFORMATION 
Product 
Category 
Avocate 
Sources 
Independent 
Sources F-Ratio 
Appliances 3.37 1.84 425.06* 
Clothing 3.32 1.79 406.09* 
Detergents 3.59 1.93 457.17* 
Steak 3.33 2.00 231.52* 
All Products 3.40 1.90 1457.52* 
^Significant at the .05 level 
88 
TABLE 18 
COMPARISON OF THE MEAN EXPERTISE RATINGS OF AVOCATE AND 
INDEPENDENT SOURCES OF SHOPPING INFORMATION 
Product 
Category 
Avocate 
Sources 
Independent 
Sources F-Ratio 
Appliances 3.46 2.69 84.60* 
Clothing 3.64 3.55 165o01* 
Detergents 3.83 2.64 204.20* 
Steak 3.38 2.77 51o51* 
All Products 3.56 2.66 456.22* 
*Significant at the .05 level 
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TABLE 19 
COMPARISON OF THE MEAN IMPARTIALITY RATINGS OF AVOCATE AND 
INDEPENDENT SOURCES OF SHOPPING INFORMATION 
Product 
Category 
Avocate 
Sources 
Independent 
Sources F-Ratio 
Appliances 4.90 2.82 420.92* 
Clothing 4.60 2.77 277.68* 
Detergent 5.00 2.83 489.63* 
Steak 4.59 2.84 309.26* 
All Products 4.77 2.81 1447.58* 
*Significant at the .05 level 
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trustworthiness and expertise. However, it is quite possible that 
these characteristics are not independent, and that the greater 
perceived trustworthiness of non-avocate sources is a function of 
their impartial nature. In any case, the results are overwhelmingly 
in support of the existing beliefs. 
Seals and Certifications versus Avocate Sources of Shopping 
Information 
Hypothesis 8: 
Seals and Certifications will be evaluated by 
consumers as more credible than salesmen or 
advertisements. 
In order to test the relative credibility of seals and 
certifications against the two avocate sources of shopping 
information (advertisements and salesmen); Dunnet's test for multiple 
comparisons was used. This method enabled the necessary comparisons 
for each product and characteristic to be made while maintaining 
an overall significance level of .05. The results of these tests 
are summarized in Table 20, 21 and 22. In each case the comparison 
of the credibility rating of seals with the credibility rating of 
a salesman or an advertisement was significant and in the predicted 
4 
direction. These results support hypothesis 8. 
Discussion 
Results such as these would seem to partially explain why 
previous studies of seal influence (16, 17, 18, 28) have resulted 
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TABLE 20 
COMPARISON OF THE MEAN TRUSTWORTHINESS RATINGS OF SEALS 
AND CERTIFICATIONS AND AVOCATE SOURCES OF SHOPPING INFORMATION 
Source 
Product 
Category 
Seal or 
Certification Salesman Advertisement 
Appliance lc89 3.29* 3.45* 
Clothing 1.90 3ol3* 3.51* 
Detergent 2.10 3.49* 3.69* 
Steak 2.07 2.91* 3.75* 
All Products 1.99 3.21* 3.60* 
* Significantly less than Seals and Certifications at the .05 level 
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TABLE 21 
COMPARISON OF THE MEAN EXPERTISE RATINGS OF SEALS AND CERTIFICATIONS 
AND AVOCATE SOURCES OF SHOPPING INFORMATION 
Product 
Category 
Source 
Seal or 
Certification Salesman Advertisement 
Appliance 2.12 3.34* 3.58* 
Clothing 2.21 3.68* 3.60* 
Detergent 2.35 3.83* 3.82* 
Steak 2.31 2.81* 3.94* 
All Products 2.25 3.41* 3.74* 
*Significantly less than Seals or Certifications at the .05 level 
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TABLE 22 
COMPARISON OF THE MEAN IMPARTIALITY RATINGS OF SEALS AND CERTIFICATION 
AND AVOCATE SOURCES OF SHOPPING INFORMATION 
Product 
Category 
Source 
Seal or 
Certification Salesman Advertisement 
Appliance 2.63 4.79* 5.01* 
Clothing 2.76 4.20* 5.00* 
Detergent 2.83 4.92* 5.08* 
Steak 2.70 4.18* 5.00* 
All Products 2.73 4.52* 5.02* 
*Significantly less than Seals or Certifications on the .05 level 
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in such overwhelming findings concerning the influence of these 
symbols. Even though the majority of these symbols are little more 
than promotional symbols, and their classification as non-avocate, 
independent sources is at best theoretical; it is obvious that 
most women do not perceive of them in this fashiono Instead, seals 
and certifications are viewed as being significantly more trust¬ 
worthy, expert, and impartial than either of the other promotional 
tools (advertisements and salesmen) available to the marketing manager. 
SUMMARY 
In this chapter the findings of the study relative to the 
eight hypotheses were presented, analysed, and discussed. In the 
first section, five hypotheses concerning the relationships between 
the use of seals and certifications as informational sources and 
various individual and product characteristics were tested. The 
results indicated that when making shopping decisions: (1) Subjects 
who perceived high risk in selecting and using particular products, 
chose products having seals and certifications more frequently than 
did those subjects perceiving low risk; (2) Subjects who indicated 
a low level of self-confidence in their ability to evaluate and 
purchase particular products, chose products having seals and certi¬ 
fications more frequently than did those subjects that indicated a 
high level of self-confidence; (3) Subjects who indicated a high 
level of generalized self-confidence made less use of seals and 
certifications than did those who indicated medium or low generalized 
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self-confidence. However, the difference between the latter two 
groups was not significant, and the hypothesized "curvilinear" 
relationship was not supported; (4) Subjects who indicated a high 
need for cognitive clarity (certainty) made greater use of seals 
and certifications than did those subjects indicating low need; (5) 
Among subjects who indicated a high need for cognitive clarity, those 
whose cognitive style was that of a clarifier made greater use of 
seals and certification than did those whose cognitive style was that 
of a simplifier; (6) Among subjects who indicated a low need for 
cognitive clarity, cognitive style had no effect on the use of seals 
and certifications. 
In the second section of the chapter, three hypotheses 
concerning the relative credibility of the four major sources of 
shopping information available to consumers was evaluated. The 
results were as follows: (1) Independent sources were perceived as 
being more credible than avocate sources in all product categories; 
(2) Personal sources were generally perceived of as being more 
trustworthy and impartial than impersonal sources; (3) Impersonal 
sources were generally perceived of as being more expert than personal 
sources; (4) Seals and certifications were perceived as being 
significantly more credible than avocate sources. 
FOOTNOTES 
1 
n-2 
.45 
l-(45)2 
196 
7.03 
(j) = 196; P(t > 7.03) < .001 
^The results in the detergents category were not significant 
at the .05 level, although they were in the predicted direction. A 
possible explanation of this result is the relatively small variance 
in the specific self-confidence scores for this category. Since a 
large majority of the subjects indicated that they were either "very" 
or "somewhat" confident in their ability to select this common product, 
the reliability of this measure in determining the high-low classi¬ 
fication is suspect. 
3 
This seems to be supported by the credibility findings 
presented later in the chapter. 
'^The d values can be found in Appendix XIV> P- 182. 
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CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS .A>T) DISCUSSION - II 
The third research objective set forth in Chapter I was to 
investigate four factors related to consumers’ use and perceived 
Deaning of certain existing seals and certifications. In Chapter IV 
the findings of the study relating to each of these factors will 
be presented, analyzed and discussed. The chapter will be divided 
into four sections, and the findings relative to each of these 
factors will be presented separately. In the first two sections, 
the findings concerning the recognition and influence of each of the 
eight existing seals and certifications and a number of fictitious 
syribols will be presented and discussed. In the third section, 
the effect of each of these symbols on consumers’ perceptions of 
products having them will be examined by analysis of the semantic 
profile data. Individual profiles will be drawn for each symbol and 
for the general mix of products available in the marketplace, and 
these profiles will be compared by means of factor analysis. Then, 
in the final section, the results concerning consumers’ knowledge 
of the meaning of the existing seals and certifications will be pre¬ 
sented and compared with the actual meaning of these symbols. 
RECOGNITION OF EXISTING SEALS AND CERTIFICATIONS 
As each seal or certification was projected onto the screen 
during completion of the Seals Questionnaire, the subjects were' nskeil 
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asked to indicate whether or not they had ever seen the symbol prior 
to taking part in this study. These results were converted to 
percentages and are reported in Table 23. 
As the results indicate, five of the nine symbols shown were 
familiar to a large majority of the subjects. All of the third- 
party seals, and somewhat surprisingly, (in light of the previous 
research) the Monsanto Wear-Date label were familiar to at least 
85% of the subjects. In the first four cases, the high level of 
familiarity is not unexpected in light of the use of aided recall, 
and the fact that the symbols were selected for study based in part 
on their prominence in the marketplace. However, the fact that 92% 
of the subjects indicated that they recognized the Monsanto seal is 
somewhat unexpected; particularly in view of the latest Cross ley 
study (18) that reported the unaided recall of over 20 different 
symbols, but no mention of the Monsanto seal. 
One explanation of this result might be that the Cross ley 
respondents failed to consider the Monsanto label as a seal, although 
they were asked specifically about manufacturers’ seals, stamps, 
and endorsements. However, a more probable explanation for tbe 
current result is the fact that the subjects were residents of 
Northern Delaware. Iliis is an area of the United States that is 
dominated by the chemical indtistry, and thus, one might, expect a 
high level of awarenc.ss for such a symbol. 
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TABLE 23 
SLIDE RECOGNITION RESULTS 
Seal 
Percent of subjects 
indicating that they 
had seen the seal before 
Good Housekeeping 98% 
Parents’ Magazine 93 
Underwriters’ Laboratory 85 
U. S. D. A. CHOICE 97 
Macy’s Bureau of Standards 13 
Monsanto Wear-Dated 92 
Shop-N-Bag 66 
W. T. Grants 49 
"Seal of Approval" 20 
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It is furthermore interesting to note that 20% of the sub¬ 
jects indicated that they had seen the fictitious seal before. This 
result is consistent with the findings of the New York City study 
(28) which reported an even higher percentage of respondents 
recognizing another fictitious symbol. Also of interest is the fact 
that although the levels of recognition for the third-party seals 
and certifications are absolutely higher than in the previous 
studies, their relative position is the same as was reported by 
Crossley in 1970. (18) 
CliOICE EXPERIMENT RESULTS 
The selections made in the choice experiment were then 
tabulated with respect to which seals or certifications were on 
the brands selected, and the results are presented in Table 24. 
Unlike the results in the brand neutrality pilot, the distribu¬ 
tion of these results is substantially different from that which would 
be expected under conditions of random choice. Thus, it appears that 
the placement of the seals and certifications on the products influenced 
the choice behavior of the subjects. Not only is the percentage of 
subjects choosing brands bearing any seal greater than 75% in all cate¬ 
gories except steak; but in every category, brands having one particu¬ 
lar seal were selected over 50% of the time. 
Overall, the third-party seals and certifications dominated 
these selections except in the clothing category when the Monsanto 
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symbol was selected 54% of the time followed by the Parents' 
Magazine seal which was selected 28% of the time. One would expect, 
however, that the Parents' seal may dominate this category in the 
absence of the Monsanto label. 
These results, and the recognition findings previously 
discussed, would seem to support the following conclusion: In the 
absence of othr3r informational cues such as known brands, differential 
prices, and physical dissimilarities, the presence of a familiar 
seal or certification is a positive inducement toward the selection 
of the brand that has it. 
TIIF EFFECT OF SPECIFIC SEALS AND CERTIFICATIONS ON CONSUMERS' 
PERCEPTIONS OF PRODUCTS fiAVINC THEM 
In order to measure the effect of certain existing seals 
and certifications on consumers' perceptions of products having 
them, the subjects were asked to complete a 19-scale semantic measure 
of their attitudes toward products and brands having each of the 
seals. Mean ratings were then calculated for each of the 19 scales, 
and profiles were developed. These mean rating profiles were 
calculated for all subjects, as well as for just those subjects 
who had indicated that they recognized each seal or certification. 
In addition, a similar profile of the general mix of products and 
brands available in the marketplace today was obtained from the 
Product Evaluation Questionnaire. [See Appendix II, p. 153] 
These ratings mean, (which can be found in Appendix XV, pp. 183-4] 
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are illustrated by the graphed profiles in Figures 4 through 12. 
Visual inspection of Figures 4 through 11 shows that both of 
the profiles for products and brands that have any of the third- 
party or commercial seals or certifications lie to the left of the 
General Product Mix profile on nearly all but two of the attribute 
scales. These two are the Expensive-Inexpensive and the Modem-Old- 
Fashioned scales. The former is the one scale where the attribute 
generally considered to be more desirable (Inexpensive) was located 
on the right hand side of the questionnaire and graph. Therefore, 
this finding is quite consistent with the others. With respect to 
the latter, it should be noted that two of the seals whose profiles 
lie to the right of the general mix profile are IJ.S.D.A. CHOICE and 
5^hop-N-Bag, which appear most frequently on meat. For such products, 
the Modem-Old-Fashioned attribute probably has little relevance, 
and in such cases, the subjects were instructed to mark the scales 
near to the center. 
Even in the case of the fictitious seal, (Figure 12) the 
profile for those subjects who indicated that they recognized the 
seal lies to the left of the general mix profile on 16 of the 19 
attributes, and such products are also considered less expensive. 
What is also apparent from inspection is that familiarity with 
a particular seal positively affects its meaning. This, however, is 
not surprising since the general tendency when rating an unfamiliar 
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FinURE 4 
MEATIINn rROFIl.ES FOR TIIE GOOD MOUSEKEEPING SF.AL 
♦hff er-mc. 
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FIGURE 5 
MEANING PROFILES FOR THE PARENTS' MAGAZINE SEAL 
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FIGURE 6 
MEANING PROFILES FOR THE UNDERWRITERS' LABORATORY SEAL 
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FIGURE 7 
MEANING PROFILES FOR THE II.S.D.A. CHOICE SEAL 
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is almost the same. 
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FIGURE 8 
MEANING PROFILES FOR THE MACY'S BUREAU OF STANDARDS SEAL 
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FIGURE 9 
riEANING PROFILE FOR THE MONSANTO WEAR-DATED SEAL 
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FIGURE 10 
ME/WING PROFILES FOR THE SHOP-N-BAG SEAL 
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FIGURE 11 
MEANING PROFILES FOR THE W. T. GRANTS SEAL 
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FIGURE 12 
MRANING PROFILES FOR THE FICTITIOUS SEAL 
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seal would seem to be one of conservatism, resulting in, at best, a 
slightly positive response, and in some cases, strong negative 
reaction due to the uncertainty involved. This tendency was, in 
fact, noted when coding the responses. 
Therefore, based on this visual analysis, it appears that 
products and brands that have seals or certifications are perceived 
as being generally more desirable than the overall mix of products 
and brands existing in the marketplace today. However, nothing 
has been said as yet about the magnitude of this difference. 
In order to make this determination, the profiles were ana¬ 
lyzed using the combined "d" measure and a factor analysis approach 
developed by Nunnally and Suci. (42, 43) First, the "d" matrices for 
each group of subjects was calculated, and are displayed in Tables 
25 and 26. 
Since we have already demonstrated that all of the seal pro¬ 
files lie mostly to the left of the General Product Mix profile, the 
size of the "d" values in the General Mix column can be used to measure 
the relative magnitude of the difference between the seal profiles and 
the general mix profile. Thus, we can see that the greatest difference 
exists between the General Product Mix, and the Monsanto Wear-Dated 
profile, followed closely by that of Parents’ Magazine and Good 
Housekeeping. 
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Furthermore, since the values in the two "d" matrices provide 
a measure of the relationships among the ten profiles; these matrices 
can be factor analyzed. The results of this analysis with loadings 
2 
on two rotated factors as shown in Table 27„ A comparison of these 
loadings and the recognition results shown in Table 23 indicates that 
the five symbols that were recognized by at least 85% of the subjects 
loaded heavily on factor I, while the remaining four loaded heavily 
on factor II. This results would seem to indicate that factor I 
could be identified as a familiarity or recognition construct, while 
factor II appears to be a risk oriented construct that increases as 
familiarity with the particular symbol decreases. 
These two factors were then plotted for each seal or certi¬ 
fication as shown in Figure 13, so that any "meaning clusters" could 
be identified. As indicated, two distinct clusters appear for each 
group of data, with the major difference being the placement of the 
Macy’s Bureau of Standards and fictitious seals. When the data for 
the group recognizing the seals is considered, the Macy’s seal is 
clustered with the five best known seals, and the fictitious seal can 
be clustered with the remaining commercial symbols. However, when 
the data for all of the subjects is analyzed, the Macy’s seal clusters 
with the other lesser known commercial seals, and the fictitious seal 
moves closer to the general product mix. In both cases, however, the 
four third-party seals, and the Monsanto Wear-Dated label remain 
closely clustered thus indicating that there is little difference in 
the meaning of these five, highly familiar symbols. 
117 
TABLE 27 
LOADINGS ON THE TWO ROTATED FACTORS 
Seal 
Profile 
Subjects Recognizing 
Seals 
All Subjects 
I 11 I II 
General Mix 0.98 -0.11 0.77 0.44 
Underwriters' 
Laboratory -0.95 0.21 -0.95 0.19 
W. T. Grants 0.35 0.88 0.25 0.93 
U.S.D.A. 
CHOICE -0.83 0.36 -0.95 0.10 
Shop-N-Bag 0.03 0.96 -0.28 0.93 
Good 
Housekeeping -0.98 0.01 -0.98 -0.13 
Macy's Bureau 
of Standards -0.94 0.12 0.19 0.96 
"Seal of 
Approval" 0.73 0.55 0.97 -0.15 
Monsanto Wear- 
Dated -0.98 -0.01 -0.98 -0.13 
Parents’ 
Magazine -0.98 0.01 -0.99 -0.13 
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FIGURE 13 
RESULTS OF FACTOR ANALYSIS OF "d" MATRIX WITH 
LOADINGS ON TWO ROTATED FACTORS 
DATA FOR SUBJECTS RECOGNIZING SEALS 
DATA FOR ALL SUBJECTS 
Factor A 
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The results of this profile analysis, therefore, would 
appear to support the following conclusion concerning the effect of 
seals and certifications on consumers' perceptions of products that 
have them: The impact of these symbols depends largely on their 
being broadly recognized and well-known, in which case their presence 
on a product results in the formation of a number of favorable per¬ 
ceptions of that product's attributes. However, the evidence also 
suggests that if the symbol is well-known, its impact on an individual's 
perception of a product is "generic" or similar to all other familiar 
seals and certifications. 
CONSUMER KNOWLEDGE OF THE MEANING OF EXISTING 
SEALS AND CERTIFICATIONS 
In order to determine the status of consumers' knowledge con¬ 
cerning the actual meaning of existing seals and certifications, the 
subjects were asked to indicate whether they agreed or disagreed with 
a series of ten statements concerning products that had each seal, 
[See Appendix VI, p. 167 ] In this section the validity of each 
of these statements with respect to the eight existing seals will be 
indicated, followed by a discussion of the subjects' responses to them. 
Based on a review of the promotional and contractual material 
published by each of the seal-granting organizations and of statements 
made by people connected with these organizations, the actual meaning 
of each seal or certification was determinedo The results of this 
determination are presented in Table 28, with a #sign being used to 
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indicate those seals and certifications for which the statement 
to the left of the table is generally true. 
The responses of the subjects' to each statement was tabulated 
for each of the nine seals shown in the design, and these results 
can be found in Appendix XVI on pages 186-95 . However, for the 
purpose of discussion here, the responses for all nine seals and 
certifications have been consolidated by totaling the responses to 
each statement for all those seals about which the statement is true, 
and again for all those seals about which the statement is false. 
These results are presented in Table 29. 
The data in this table strongly support the conclusion that, 
in general, consumers attribute a great deal more meaning to the 
presence of one of these seals or certifications than is justified 
by the existing seal-granting programs. Specifically, two of the 
ten statements ("...were tested by Consumer Reports." and "...can 
be sued...") are false for all of the seals and certifications that 
were shown. Yet 24% of all subjects agreed with the former and 36% 
agreed with the latter, while the figures for those subjects recog¬ 
nizing the seal are even higher at 30% and 46% respectively. 
Similarly, the statement about replacing the product or refunding the 
cost of it in the event that the consumer is not satisfied is true 
in the case of only the Shop-N-Bag seal; yet almost half of the 
subjects indicated that they thought that this statement was true 
concerning the other eight symbols. Further inspection of Table 29 
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reveals that this pattern persists for all the statements as overall 
an average of 45.7% of all subjects agreed with each false statement, 
and when only those recognizing the seals are considered, this 
figure jumps to 58.8%. In addition to this obvious misunderstanding, 
the consumers' lack of knowledge about the meaning of seals is 
further revealed by the fact that of those recognizing the seals, 
the "Don't Know" response was indicated 27% of the time. 
SUMMARY 
In this chapter, the findings of the study relative to the 
subjects' recognition, use, and perceived meaning of certain existing 
seals and certifications were presented. They were as follows: (1) 
Five of the nine seals and certifications included in the study were 
recognized by at least 85% of the subjects; (2) The presence of 
these seals and certifications positively influenced the choice 
behavior of the subjects; (3) Products with seals and certifications 
were perceived as being more desirable than the general mix of pro¬ 
ducts available in the marketplace today, however, little difference 
in meaning was found among the various well known symbols; (4) The 
subjects were generally uncertain about-the meaning of the various 
seals and certifications, and generally attributed much more 
meaning to their presence than is justified by existing seal-granting 
programs. 
FOOTNOTES 
^The following abbreviations will be used in Appendix XV 
and in Figure 7: 
GEN = General Product Mix 
UL = Underwriters' Laboratory Seal 
WTG = W. T. Grants Seal 
USDA = U.S.D.A. CHOICE Stamp 
S^B = Shop-N-Bag Guarantee Seal 
GH = Good Housekeeping Seal 
MOK = Macy's Bureau of Standards Seal 
FIG = Fictitious Seal 
MWD = Monsanto Wear-Date Label 
PM = Parents' Magazine Seal 
^The factors extracted were rotated via the VERIMAX criterion 
using BASIS (Burroughs Advanced Statistical Inquiry System), Detroit: 
The Burroughs Corporation, 1971, pp. ll:60-ll:67o 
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CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
SUMMARY OF THE STUDY 
The purpose of this study was to investigate several aspects 
of the role played by seals and certifications as informational 
sources in the consumer decision-making procesSo Specifically the 
study had the following objectives: 
1. To investigate the effects of individual-difference 
variables such as perceived risk, self-confidence, 
cognitive style, and need for certainty on the 
use of seals and certifications in consumer 
decision-making. 
2. To investigate the perceived credibility of seals 
and certifications relative to other informational 
sources available to the consumer. 
3. To investigate the following factors related to 
consumers’ use and perceived meaning of certain 
existing seals and certifications: 
a. the level of awareness of these symbols among 
consumers 
b. the influence of these symbols on consumer 
decision-making in a shopping situation 
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c, the effect of these symbols on consumers’ 
perceptions of products that have them 
d. the information content (meaning) of these 
symbols to consumers. 
Although there are a multitude of seals and certifications 
in the marketplace today, this study was limited to consideration 
of the following eight third-party and commercial symbols: 
1. Good Housekeeping Seal 
2, Parents’ Magazine Seal 
3o Underwriters’ Laboratory Seal 
4. U.S.D.A. CHOICE Stamp 
5o Macy’s Bureau of Standards Seal 
6. Monsanto Wear-Dated Label 
7. Shop-N-Bag Meat Guarantee Label 
8. W. T. Grants "Laboratory Tested and Approved" Seal 
Hypotheses were derived concerning the use and credibility 
of seals and certifications as informational sources based on the 
existing research in the areas of source credibility and consumer 
information handling. To test these hypotheses and to generate 
data for analysis concerning the use and perceived meaning of the 
eight existing seals and certifications, a laboratory experiment 
and five questionnaires were developed and administered to 198 adult 
female residents of Northern Delaware. 
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During the laboratory experiment each subject was given 
the task of selecting four different products from among four unknown 
brandso In each product category three of the alternative selections 
had some kind of seal or certification, while the fourth had none. 
The subjects were first asked to make their selections, and then to 
indicate the reason for their choice„ Following completion of the 
laboratory experiment, the subjects were assembled in a classroom 
and asked to complete a number of questionnaires designed to measure 
perceived risk, several personality traits, and the perceived credi¬ 
bility of the major sources of shopping information available to 
consumers. Next, the subjects were shown slides of a number of exist¬ 
ing seals and certifications and in response to each they were asked 
to indicate whether they had ever seen the symbol, what were their 
evaluations of products that had it, and what the seal or certifica¬ 
tion meant to them. The study concluded with a one-page questionnaire 
requiring each subject to characterize her personal use of seals and 
% 
certifications while shopping. 
RESULTS AND CONCLUSIONS 
The first research objective was to investigate the effects 
of various individual-difference variables (perceived risk, self- 
confidence, need for certainty, and cognitive style) on the use of 
seals and certifications in consumer decision-making. The results 
relative to this first objective indicated that when m.aking shopping 
decisions: (1) Subjects who perceived high risk in selecting and using 
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particular products, chose products having seals and certifications 
more frequently than did those subjects perceiving low risk; (2) 
Subjects who indicated a low level of self-confidence in their ability 
to evaluate and purchase particular products, chose products having 
seals and certifications more frequently than did those subjects 
that indicated a high level of self-confidence; (3) Subjects who 
indicated a high level of generalized self-confidence made less use 
of seals and certifications than did those who indicated medium or 
low generalized self-confidence. However, the difference between the 
latter two groups was not significant, and the hypothesized 
"curvilinear" relationship was not supported; (4) Subjects who indi¬ 
cated a high need for cognitive clarity (certainty) made greater use 
of seals and certifications than did those subjects indicating low 
need; (5) Among subjects who indicated a high need for cognitive 
clarity, those whose cognitive style was that of a clarifier made 
greater use of seals and certification than did those whose cognitive 
style was that of a simplifier; (6) Among subjects who indicated 
a low need for cognitive clarity, cognitive style had no effect on 
the use of seals and certifications» 
Based on these findings we can conclude that when making 
purchase decisions, the use of information provided by seals and 
certifications is related both to the individual personality traits 
of the consumer and to the characteristics of the product involved. 
131 
The second research objective was to investigate the relative 
credibility (trustworthiness, expertise, and impartiality) of the 
four major sources of shopping information available to consumers. 
The results relative to this second objective were as follows: (1) 
Independent sources were perceived as being more credible than 
avocate sources in all product categories: (2) Personal sources 
were generally perceived of as being more trustworthy and impartial 
than impersonal sources: (3) Impersonal sources were generally 
perceived of as being more expert than personal sources; (4) Seals 
and certifications were perceived as being significantly more credible 
than avocate sources. 
These findings concerning the relative credibility of the 
major informational sources available to the consumer would seem to 
support the following conclusions: (1) Independent sources of 
information will be more effective in influencing consumer behavior 
than avocate sources; (2) The influence of personal sources of 
information vis-a-vis impersonal sources will vary depending upon 
the information needs of the individual consumer; (3) Seals and 
certifications will be more effective in influencing consumer 
behavior than either advertisements or salesmen. 
The third research objective was to investigate several 
factors related to consumers' use and perceived meaning of certain 
existing seals and certifications. The results relative to this 
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objective were as follows: (1) Five of the nine seals and certi¬ 
fications included in the study were recognized by at least 85% 
of the subjects; (2) The presence of these seals and certifications 
positively influenced the choice behavior of the subjects; (3) 
Products with seals and certifications were perceived as being more 
desirable than the general mix of products available in the market¬ 
place today, however, little difference in meaning was found among 
the various well-known symbols; (4) The subjects were generally 
uncertain about the meaning of the various seals and certifications, 
and generally attributed much more meaning to their presence than 
is justified by existing seal-granting programs. 
Based on these findings, the following important conclusions 
would appear to be justified: (1) Consumers appear to use seals 
and certifications as informational sources when making shopping 
decisions; (2) The presence of a seal or certification on a product 
results in the formation of a number of positive attitudes toward 
that product; (3) The impact of a seal or certification depends 
largely on its being broadly recognized and well-known, in which 
case it functions as a positive purchase inducement; (4) Consumers 
are poorly informed concerning the nature of the majority of the 
existing seal-granting programs. 
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IMPLICATIONS 
The results of the current investigation are subject to 
the limitations cited in the next section, and much research remains 
to he done concerning the role played by seals and certifications 
in consumer behavior. However, the results do have implications 
for marketing strategy and consumer behavior, as well as for 
consumer protection and education. 
Marketing 
The finding that the use of seals and certifications by 
consumers is related to both the characteristics of the product 
being purchased, and the individual consumer’s personality traits 
would appear to have significant implications for marketing strategy. 
With respect to product characteristics, the evidence indicates 
that seals and certifications are used more when the product involves 
a high degree of perceived risk, and/or when the individual buyer 
lacks confidence in her ability to evaluate and purchase that product. 
Under these circumstances, it anpears that consumers utilize the 
information provided hy these symbols to reduce their perceived risk 
(58) and/or to increase their confidence to tolerable levels, and 
consequently select a product that has a seal or certification. 
These results would appear to indicate that the use of seals 
and certifications as a promotional tool would be particularly 
appropriate on products such as appliances, drugs, food items, and 
134 
other risky or complex products. Marketing managers should, there¬ 
fore, attempt to determine the levels of perceived risk and self- 
confidence that generally exists among potential buyers of their 
products, and where these characteristics are significantly high, 
consider the use of seals and certifications in their promotional 
mix. 
However, the effect of seals and certifications is not only 
influenced by product-related characteristics. The findings of 
the current study also indicate that individual personality traits 
such as generalized self-confidence, cognitive style, and need 
for certainty influence the use of these symbols among consumers. 
Therefore, marketing managers should be aware that individuals with 
certain personality characteristics will be more susceptable to 
influence by the presence of a seal or certification on a product 
than others. In light of this, when research exists concerning the 
presence of these personality characteristic in a particular target 
market that is of interest, marketing managers should give serious 
consideration to the incorporation of seals or certifications into 
the promotional mix for their product. However, identification of 
these individual traits in various market segments is more difficult 
than in the case of the previously mentioned product characteristics, 
and therefore, these findings may be more difficult to operationalize. 
The results of the current investigation pertaining to the 
relative credibility of the four major sources of shopping information 
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available to the consumer also have significant implications for 
marketing particularly with respect to the role played by seals and 
certifications in the firm's promotional mix. Previous work by Arndt 
(4) and others has generally atrributed the powerful influence of 
communications from friends and neutral sources to their high degree 
of credibility. (21, 32) This credibility results from the per¬ 
ceived lack of bias which characterizes these sources in comparison 
with avocate sourceso The results of the current study lend strong 
support to this position as independent sources were found to be 
significantly more credible on all three measures than avocate 
sources. 
However, the knowledge that friends and/or neutral sources 
such as Consumer Reports can strongly influence consumer buying 
behavior is of limited value to the marketing manager since he has 
little direct control over the content of the communications from 
these sources. However, the same cannot be said for seals and 
certifications. The majority of these symbols are available as 
promotional tools to any company whose products meet minimal 
standards, and who are willing to commission the use of these symbols 
on their product. Thus, it would seem that marketing managers should 
give strong consideration to the potential value of incorporating 
some type of seal or certification into their promotional strategy. 
Moreover, the perceived neutrality and superior credibility 
of seals and certifications relative to the other promotional to tool 
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would seem to indicate that firms whose products have them should 
take steps to enlarge the role of these symbols in the overall 
promotional program. Advertising copy should be designed to empha¬ 
size their presence, and sales personnel should be encouraged to 
point out the presence of the seals to prospective customers. The 
potential benefits of this greater overall use of seals and certi¬ 
fications in promoting the product would be twofold. First, the 
greater promotional support would call attention to the symbols 
which by themselves are rather small and inconspicuous. This 
additional emphasis should result in greater consumer awareness, and 
increase the effectiveness of the seal or certification in promoting 
the product. Second, there is the possibility of a’'credibility rub 
off*. By incorporating the symbol into the entire program, the 
high credibility attributed to it may possibly carry over to the 
rest of the promotional message, and result in an increase in its 
effectiveness. 
The superior credibility, particularly with respect to their 
expertise, would also appear to indicate that these symbols would be 
particularly effective in promoting the trial and adoption of a new 
product or innovation. Most likely the level of perceived risk due 
to uncertainty with the purchase and use of such a product would be 
relatively high, and the buyers self-confidence relatively low. 
Moreover, Howard and Sheth (32) have stated that the potential new 
product buyer is likely to be problem-solving-oriented, and under 
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such conditions, source credibility becomes very important to the 
buyer. They further state that credibility can be achieved through 
the use of a familiar brand or favorable company image. However, 
when those things are not available, the evidence would appear to 
suggest that the use of a seal or certification would accomplish 
the same objective. 
One result from Chapter IV concerning the use and meaning 
of the various existing seals and certifications appears to have 
significance specifically for marketing managers who are contemplat¬ 
ing the development and use of their own seal-granting program. 
The findings on the whole attribute great importance to familiarity 
of these symbols in determining their effectiveness in influencing 
consumer attitudes and behavior. The results indicate that the 
superior influence of the national symbols appear to be largely 
a function of their high level of recognition. Therefore, marketing 
managers who plan to develop their own seal-granting programs must 
realize that one of the key factors in obtaining the positive generic 
effect of these symbols will be their efforts to publicize their 
program to their customers, and must consider the cost of doing so 
in making their decision. 
In conclusion, the overall findings indicate that the pre¬ 
sence of a seal or certification on a product has a favorable effect 
on consumers' perceptions of a wide range of product attributes, and 
that in the absence of other information, consumers tend to select 
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products with seals in preference to products without them. Limited 
as they are, these findings would appear to justify the continued 
use of seals and certifications by marketing managers in promoting 
consumer products. 
Consumer Behavior 
The implications of the current study for understanding con¬ 
sumer behavior relate primarily to the theory of consumer information 
handling. Previous studies of this topic (13) have concluded that 
consumer decision-making can be viewed as a problem solving activity 
during which an individual acquires and processes (evaluates and 
utilizes) information from his environment. In addition, there are 
a number of empirical studies in the literature concerning the 
relationship of various individual-difference variables to the 
acquisition and processing of information from a number of commercial 
and personal sources. However, research findings in this area con¬ 
cerning the role of impersonal independent sources have been limited 
to Cox’s (15) brief mention of one consumers use of Consumer Reports 
in his exploratory research. The current study is, therefore, the 
first rigorous investigation of the acquisition and processing of 
information from "neutral" or independent impersonal sources, and 
thus contributes to the expansion of this theory. 
Consumer Protection and Education 
The results of the current investigation have, perhaps, their 
most salient implications for consumer protection and education. It 
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is apparent from the results of the investigation that seals and 
certifications significantly influence consumer choice behavior, and 
it is equally as apparent that consumers as a whole attribute a 
great deal more meaning to these symbols than is justified by the 
seal-granting programs of the donor organizations. Although a 
causal relationship was not established between these two findings 
by the study, it seems highly logical to assume that the high degree 
of influence and credibility of seals and certifications is related 
to some extent to this misunderstanding concerning their meaning. 
In light of these findings, and the fact that the majority 
of the symbols considered in the study are promotional tools; it 
would seem appropriate for the Federal Trade Commission to take 
immediate action under existing legislation concerning truth in 
advertising to bring about an end to this public misunderstanding. 
Currently, information concerning the actual meaning of these 
symbols is available on request from the donor organizations or, 
in the case of the two magazine seals, is published somewhat 
inconspicuously in each issue. However, as the results of the study 
indicate, most consumers are not aware of this information, and are 
probably familiar only with the seals themselves which give little, 
if any, information. 
The action of the Federal Trade Commission should take the 
form of requiring the seal donors to make greater public disclosure 
of the true meaning of these symbols in the national media. Such 
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disclosures should include statements concerning what their symbols 
do and do not means, and include all disclaimers of liability and 
any other restrictions on the nature and extent of the guarantee. 
Furthermore, since these symbols would appear to have their greatest 
impact at the point of sale where they appear on products; a suitable 
statement of meaning and disclaimer should also be displayed in 
conjunction with the seal or certification wherever it occurs.^ 
However, the legislated publication of disclaimers, and 
increased public disclosure of the meaning of these symbols by their 
donors is not enough to insure adequate consumer awareness and under¬ 
standing. Further efforts must be made in order to educate the 
public at large, and especially the new consumers entering the 
marketplace each year concerning the meaning of these symbols. 
With respect to the public at large, this task would appear 
to fall on the shoulders of the numerous consumer protection 
organizations currently springing up in the United States, continuing 
education programs, university extension services, and various 
civic and business service organizations. The objective of these 
educational efforts should not be to pass judgement upon the value 
of these symbols, however. Rather it should be to give the 
consumers in this country the facts concerning these programs so 
that they can make their own judgements concerning their use. 
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The important task of educating the thousands of new 
consumers entering the marketplace each year is the responsibility 
of our existing secondary school system. Consumer education should 
become an important part of the curriculum at this level in order 
to provide future consumers with some degree of competence in 
resolving their problems in the marketplace, and information con¬ 
cerning seals and certifications certainly should be included. 
LIMITATIONS 
1. The results are based on the behavior and responses 
of 198 adult female residents of Norther Delaware, 
most of whom were members of some civic, religious, 
or university social organization. Although these 
subjects were selected with the objective of obtain¬ 
ing a representative cross-section of people, the 
specific characteristics of this group limit the 
generalizability of the findings to the total 
population of consumer in the United States. 
2. The study was designed to include only a limited 
number of consumer products (4),and likewise a 
limited number of seals and certifications (8). 
The results, therefore, are not necessarily pro- 
jectable to other consumer products and/or symbols. 
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3o The influence of seals and certifications on consumer 
behavior in the laboratory may not be an accurate 
indication of their influence in the marketplace 
for the following reasons: 
a. The experimental setting was necessarily 
lacking in realism 
b. The artificial seal placement on the products 
may have increased the attention of the 
subjects to this cue, however, no mention 
of this was made by any of the subjects 
during the debriefing sessions 
Co In the experimental setting, other information 
cues usually available to the consumer such as 
different prices, familiar brands, and point 
of purchase displays were not available to 
the subject. This lack of familiar information 
may have motivated the subject to search more 
extensively for some differentiating characteris¬ 
tic upon which to base their decision, and re¬ 
sulted in the perception and use of the seals. 
DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 
The current investigation should be viewed as an exploratory 
first step in the investigation of the role played by seals and 
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certifications in consumer decision-making. Its limited findings 
are based on a geographically concentrated group of female subjects, 
a limited number of seals and products, and data partially generated 
in an artificial setting. Future research should be conducted 
utilizing controlled field experiments, a national sample of consumers 
and a representative cross-section of all products and seals, in 
order that a more valid determination of this role can be made. 
Seals and certifications appear on many products purchased 
by men, teenagers, and young children as well as on products purchased 
by women consumers. Yet, almost all of the studies of these symbols 
have been concerned with the behavior and responses of adult females. 
Future research should, therefore, seek to determine the influence 
of these symbols on the decision-making of these other important 
consumer groups„ 
As yet, no study including the one just completed provides 
any information concerning the relative influence of seals and 
certifications vis-a-vis other promotional tools. In order for these 
findings to be useful to marketing managers, such information is 
essential, and future research should be carried out to measure 
these effects. However, this research should not stop there, but 
should be extended to consider the possible synergetic effect 
obtainable when seals and certifications are combined with other 
promotional tools as suggested in the previous section. 
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A number of product related variables besides risk have 
been shown to influence the effects of various promotional strategies. 
It would seem that these characteristics might also have a signi¬ 
ficant effect on the role played by seals and certifications. There¬ 
fore, future research should investigate the following product 
related variables for their effect on the use of seals and certifi¬ 
cations in decision-making: 
1. Frequency of purchase 
2. Brand loyalty 
3. Price 
4. Social significance (conspicuousness) 
5. Technical complexity 
6. Stage in the life cycle 
A number of seals and certifications that are prominent in 
the marketplace today are connected in some manner to a magazine 
or other publication. Publishers of these magazines insist that 
a relevant consideration, which is ignored in the current investi¬ 
gation, is whether or not the consumers are regular readers of 
these publications. Future research should include the reading 
habits of consumers, and seek to determine whether this variable 
effects seal awareness, influence, and particularly consumer knowledge 
about the meaning of the seals and certifications connected with 
these publications. 
FOOTNOTES 
^The writer acknowledges that others such as Mrs. Grant (28) 
have taken a much stronger stance on this matter, and advocate the 
establishment of national standards for the awarding and use of seals 
and certifications. However, based on the results of this study, 
such a doctrinaire position is not justifiedo 
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APPENDIX I 
PRODUCT CHOICE FORM 
Please circle your selection. 
Hot Pot A 
StoaV E 
Dishwashing Detergent I 
Children's Clothing M 
B 
P 
J 
M 
Huntbor 
C 
G 
K 
O 
D 
H 
L 
P 
Tell us In your own words why you made the selections recorded 
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APPETroiX II 
* 
PRODUCT EVrXUATIOU QUHSTIONIV. IRE 
Number_ 
First of ell WQ I'ant you occh to tell us \;hat you thinJc of the various 
products and brands that are avciltiblc in the inarl:ctplacQ today. On the ncjrt 
page you \7ill find a series of scales for this purpose. V?c \;ould like you to 
comploto then in accordance \;ith tho following instructions. 
INSTRUCTIONS 
1. Iridicate what your feelings ore in tho follo\;ing nuinnor. 
a) If you feel that products in tlio narhotplaco today are very closely 
described by the xrords or phrases at either end of the scale, put a 
single no follox/o. 
GOOD X i_; ; ;_:_BAD 
or 
GOOD_ t_: ;_:_; x BAD 
. b) If you feel that products in tho mcrlcetplace today are cuite closely 
described by the xrerds or phrases at either end of the scale, put a 
single ’x" as follox;s. 
GOOD _:_:_:_; x ;_BAD 
or 
GOOD _i_;j_;_:_:_;_ BAD 
c) If you feel that products in tho marketplace today cire only slightly 
described by the \7ords or phrases at cither end of tho scale, put a 
single ''x" os follox73. 
GOOD ;_; ;; ;_:_:_ BAD , 
or 
GOOD_:_:_r_::_:_:_BAD 
2. Be sure to put your in the middle of the space, not on the boundrics. 
like this not liJtc this 
GOOD__:_:_x_:_BAD 
3. V7cxrk as rapidly ,t3 you can, giving your first ir,nproc3ion. Don t puzzle over 
any one item, but be sure not to skio any of them. 
DO NOT TURI7 PAGE UNTIL TOLD TO DO SO 
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Ploaso indicDto uhat you fool about products and brands that are nvnily.blc 
in thQ DatkGtr>loco today by placing on bot\/eon each pair of i/ords or phracos. 
ndiablo 
Exponoivo 
nigh quality 
E:x:ellent value for 
the nvonoy 
High porfomancQ 
Reasonably priced 
Heeds very little 
servicing 
Good \n>r?enan3hip 
ijodern 
Reputed?] e 
Safe 
Guaranteed 
Simple 
Durable 
Pure 
Fresh 
Honest 
Truot'v;orthy 
Moot State and Federal 
J _:_t 
Unreliablo 
IriexpcnsivQ 
lo\t quality 
/ivcrago value for 
the money 
Limited performance 
Unreasonably priced 
Often needs servicing 
i 
Poor irorlofnanship 
Old-fashioned 
Disreputable 
Unsafe 
Hot guaranteed 
Complo:: 
WcaJc 
Impure 
Stale 
Dishonest 
Untru3tT;orthy 
Don t meet State and 
Federal Governnent 
Standards 
<1 
GO OH TO TIC NECT Pi^GE 
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APPET.DIX III 
PRODUCT 0U::STIOI'IISMRE 
Huribor_ 
1. Listed bclo^f nro sono products v’ith t;hich you are probably fmiliar. For 
each product listed, please indicate the degree of confidence you have in 
your ability to evaluate and purchase that item. 
Ploaso place on in the appropriate bojc—chocl: one for oach product. 
PRODUCT 
Extrencly 
Confident 
Very 
Confident 
Somewhat 
Confident 
Hot Very 
Confident 
Hot at ?11 
Confident 
1 
HOUSniOLD j 
DCT2RGE1TP 1 
1 " 
? 
1 
1 
• 
s'rp,’'x ! 
I 
CHILDREH S 
CLOTHIHG 
1 
1 
( 
f 
ELCCTRIC 
HCUSCHOLD 
/^PPLUilJCn 
t 
1 
■ ■ . ■ ■ J 
inurd you Hr.vc cci^plctcd this qjjzstio:;, tu?-h aih) ccrH’r-cTS TiiE do ijot 
TURil BT.C:; TO THIS P/‘.GS. 
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2. Given belou cro a lict o;" pi^o<3uctG. \;ith \.’hich you are fcniliar. Per each 
product plcaoo incUcato tho degree of ris?: you feel you may ancociato t;ith 
ito uoo. By risk, vq moon tho uncertainty about uoing an unfamiliar brand, 
\/hich may ooretimeo result in diCforing degrees of unpleasant and perhaps 
grave phycicol, porsonal, or social conoequcnces. 
PloasQ place on in tho appropriate bo>:- -check one for each product. 
No Lo\/ Nodoroto High Very High 
PRODUCT_Risk_Risk_Rio!:_Risk_Risk . 
HOUSEHOLD 
det;:rge*nt 
1 i 
i, 
Steak 
CHiriDREII S 
CLOTH nx; 
ELIXTRIC 
HOUSEHOLD 
BPPLir.:xr3 
1 
t 
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APPENDIX IV 
Number 
PRELIMINARY QUESTIONNAIRE 
PART I.—Please answer all questions 
SITUATIONAL RESPONSE TEST 
Described below are nine situations in which a person has taken 
some action. After reading the description of each situation, 
please indicate whether YOU would act this way: Always, often, 
sometimes, once in a while, or never, 
1, X is on a motor trip through the country. As evening approaches 
he finds himself in an unfamiliar area, lost and without 
maps or other guidance. He also finds that he is becoming 
terribly hungry. He decides to eat first and worry about 
finding his way later. You would act this way: 
Always_ Often Sometimes_Once in a while Never 
2, A woman is engaged in a heated argument with several close 
friends. She would like to continue arguing because she 
needs further clarification of the point under discussion, 
but decides to stop because she fears offending them. You 
would act this way: 
Always_Often__ Soraetimes_Once in a x.’hile_ Never_ 
3, A hunter who has been in the woods for over eight hours dis¬ 
covers that he has lost his way. He is severely fatigued 
but resolves to attempt finding his way out of the forest 
before resting. You would act this way: 
Always_ Often_ Sometimes_Once in a while_ Never_ 
4, A woman is debating a club problems with fellow members of 
her club. She begins to realize that there arc some incon¬ 
sistencies which she would like to clear up but that if she 
continues to argue she v;ill be disloyal to the other members. 
However, she continues with the debate in spite of increasing 
hastility. You would act this way: 
Always_ Often_ SomctJtues_ Cnee In a while_Never__ 
5, A woman is doing her v;eekly shopping. While in the store 
she sees a new px*oduct for the first time, and decides to buy 
it even though she has never seen it before. You would ac-t 
this way: 
Always Often Sometlinos Once in a while Never 
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6, J. has met a beautiful girl. They go out together a number 
of times--finally they fall into each other's arms. They are 
about to elope when the girl says: "There is something 
you should know about my past," J. says: "Tell me some other 
time," You would act this way: 
Always_Often Sometimes_Once in a while Never 
7* D, is at home trying to clear up a problem which has per¬ 
plexed her for some time and about which she is quite 
concerned. She has several hours of work ahead of her 
before she can get the answer. Suddenly she glances out of 
the window and notices that it is a wonderful spring day. 
She feels like going outside but decides to contain herself 
and remain at work. You would act this way: 
Always_Often_ Sometimes Once in a while Never 
8, S. is lying in bed reading a good novel. She comes upon a 
word she doesn't understand and is bothered by the confusion. 
However, she is so comfortable that she rejects the idea 
of going across the room to look up the word in the dictionary. 
You would act this way: 
Always_Often_ Sometimes_Once in a while_ Never_ 
9. N. has the choice of accepting or rejecting an important 
job with the counter-intelligence corps in which he will be 
well paid but not be able to find out how his work fits into 
the larger scheme of things. He decides to reject the job 
because of the latter consideration. You would act this 
way: 
Always_Oftcny- » Sometimes_Once in a while_Never_ 
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Port II—Please answer all questions 
STATEMENTS OF PERSONAL PREFERENCE 
Please Indicate (with a check mark in the spaces below) if 
you agree or disagree with each of the following statements. 
1. There is more than one right way to do anything. 
Agree_ Disagree_ 
2. People who fit their lives to a schedule probably miss 
most of the joy of living. 
Agree_ Disagree 
3. The best leaders give specific enough instructions so that 
those under them have nothing to worry about. 
Agree_ Disagree_ 
4. I like parties where I know most of the people more than 
ones where all or most of the people are complete strangers. 
Agree_ Disagree_ 
5. A smart person gets his life into a routine so that he is 
not always being bothered by petty details. 
Agree_ Disagree_ 
6. People who insist upon a yes or no answer just don*t know 
how complicated things really are. 
Agree_ Disagree_ 
7. In the long run it is possible to got more done by tackling 
small sijcpie problems rather than large complicated ones. 
Agree Disagree_ 
8. Nobody can have feelings of love and hate toward the same 
person. 
Agree_ Disagree 
9. A good teacher is one who makes you v’onder about our way of 
doing things. 
Agree_ Disagree_ 
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10. It Is better to keep on the present method of doing things 
than to take a way that might lead to chaos. 
Agree_ Disagree 
11. Teachers or supervisors who hand out vague assignments give 
a chance for one to show initiative and originality. 
Agree Disagree . 
12. Many of our most important decisions are based upon insuffi¬ 
cient inforuiatl-on. 
Agree_ Disagree 
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PART III—Please answer all questions 
STATEI-fENTS OF SELF-DESCRIPTION 
Please indicate (with a check mark in the spaces below) if you 
agree or disagree with the following statements. 
1. I feel capable of handling myself in most social situations. 
Agree_ Disagree_ 
2* 1 seldom fear my actions will cause others to have a low 
opinion of me. 
Agree_ Disagree 
3. It doesn't bother me to have to enter a room where other 
people have already gathered and are talking. 
Agree_ Disagree_ 
4. In group discussions I usually feel that my opinions are 
inferior. 
Agree_ Disagree_ 
5. I don't make a very favorable first impression on people. 
Agree_ Disagree_ 
6. Wl»<»n confronted by a group of strangers, my first reaction 
is always one of shyness and inferiority. 
Agree Disagree_ 
7. It is extremely uncomfortable to accidentally go to a formal 
party in street clothes. 
Agree_Disagree_ 
0, I don't spend much time worrying about what people think of 
me. 
Agree_Disagree_ 
9. When in a group, I very rarely express an opinion for fear 
of being thought ridiculous. 
Agree_ Disagree 
10, I am never at a loss for words when I am introduced to some¬ 
one. 
Agree Disagree_ 
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prRT IV—Pleeeo onirior oil quGctiono 
1. Present Ago I (oloco on ”x" in the coprooriote opeco) 
Under 10 _____ 30 ‘45 __ 
*l-!5_] d5-S5  
*’6-35 _ O/cr 55 __ 
2. Current tiaritol Statusi (ploco on ''j;” in tlio oppropriota space) 
Single_ llidcy.’etl  _ 
Harried_ oivorced or Separated ____ 
3. Nuinbur of children under 13 
lJur.ibcr of children under 6 
. ."re you employed? YSS 
If Yi:s; Full-tine _ 
NO_ 
Part-time 
5. What is your husband's occuootion?__ 
G. What ty;?e of businecc or industry does ho t.ork in? 
7. roiaily Income before ta-:eo. (place en in the appropriate scree) 
Under $5,000 _ $10,000 to $ld,0?0 _ 
$5,000 to S7,CSy _ Over $15,000 _ 
$0,000 to $9,0 $ ___ 
8. Sduertion- (place an In the space appirod^-'inta f >r you) 
Grade School _ Some College__ 
Some iiigh Schoel __ College Graduate_ 
High School Gradunto  Gone Creduate School  
162 
« « 
APPFNDIX V 
.‘i 
INFORMATION QUESTIONNAIRE 
N atrbe r 
When you are shopping, there are several different sources of infomation 
that night help you to decide which products and/or brands to buy. In this 
section we want you to tell us how you feel about four of these sources as aids 
in purchasing different products. 
INSTRUCTIONS 
1. Answer each question by piecing a single "x" in one of the spaces along 
each of the throe scales. 
2. Place the "x" in the middle of the space, not on the boundries. 
Like this Not like this 
Strong_t x »_j__:_Weak 
3. Work steadily without puzzling over any one answer. 
4. Be sure to complete all three scales for each information source you are 
asked about. 
lA. Indicate below what you think of a SALESMAN as an information source con¬ 
cerning the purchase of CHILDREN'S CLOTHING. 
Trustworthy • • • • 1 • « Untrusti'/orthy 
Expert t t I : t Not expert 
Impartial • • • * 1 t 1 Partial 
IB.’ 'indicate below what you think of a FRIEND as an information source con¬ 
cerning tha purchase of CHIIJ^REN'S CLOTHING. 
Trustworthy 1 : t 1 t : Untrustworthy 
Export t 1 t : 1 Net Expert 
Impartial i t s 1 1 1 Partial 
PLEASE GO ON TO THE NEXT PAGE 
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1C. Indicate below what you think about an ADVERTISEMENT as an information 
source concerning the purchase of CHILDREN'S CLOTHING. 
Trustworthy I 1 I I : Untrustworthy 
Export t t t X : Not Expert 
Impartial t t t i : Partial 
ID. Indicate below what you think of a SEAL OR CERTIFICATION OF APPROVAL as an 
infonnation source concerning the purchase of CHILDREN'S CLOTHING. 
Trustworthy _»_t_:_:_r_ Untrustworthy 
Expert _I_:_t_:_:_ Not Expert 
Impartial _;_t_:_;_i_ Partial 
IIA. Indicate below what you think of a SEAL OR CERTIFICATION OF APPROVAL as an 
information source concerning the purchase of an ELECTRIC APPLIANCE. 
Trustworthy : t • t : Untrustworthy 
Expert t t • • • • Not Expert 
Impartial t 1 • • • • • • Partial 
IIB. Indicate below what you think of an ADVERTISEMENT as an infonnation source 
concerning the purchase of an ELECTRIC APPLIANCE. 
ustworthy • • • • X X : Untrustv/orthy 
Expert : X • • : X Not Expert 
Impartial : X X : : Partial 
lie. Indicate below what you think of a FRIEND as an information source con¬ 
cerning the purchase of an ELECTRIC APPLIANCE. 
Trustworthy i : • • X : Untrustworthy 
Expert X X * • • • • Not Expert 
Impartial : t • • t X Partial 
♦ 
PLEASE GO ON TO THE N'EXT PAGE 
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IID. 
IIIA. 
IIIB. 
me. 
HID. 
Indicate below what you think of a SALESMAN as an information source con¬ 
cerning the purchase of an ELECTRIC APPLIANCE, 
Trustworthy _i_i_i_t ;_ Untrustv;orthy 
Expert ;_i_r_;_i_Not Expert 
Impartial _«_i_t_t_t Partial 
Indicate below what you think of a FRIEND as an information source concern¬ 
ing the purchase of steak. 
Trustworthy _»_t_t_t_:_Untrustworthy 
Expert _:_t_t_:_t Not Expert 
Impartial _:_«_:_:_:_ Partial 
Indicate below what you think of a SALESMAN as an information source con¬ 
cerning the purchase of Steak. 
Trustworthy : > t t t Untrustwoxrthy 
Expert : I • • • • • • Not Expert 
Impartial : 1 • • • • Partial 
Indicate below what you think of a SEAL OR CERTIFICAT ION OF APPROVAL 
information source concerning the purchase of Steak. 
Trustworthy : t t : • Untrustworthy 
Expert • • • • t : t Not Expert 
Impartial 1 : : : • Partial 
Indicate below what you think of an ADVERTISEMENT as an information source 
concerning the purchase of Steak. 
Trustworthy_:_:_t_:_:_ Untrustworthy 
Expert t 1 • : Not Expert 
Impartial I t t t • • _ Partial 
PLEASE GO ON TO THE NEXT PAGE 
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IVA. Indicate below what you think of an ADVERTISEMENT as an information source 
concorning the purchase of a HOUSEHOLD CLEANER. 
Trustworthy _t_t_«_t_; Untrustworthy 
Export i t 1 t t Not Export 
Impartial i • • t 1 Partial 
IVB. Indicate below what you think of a SEAL OR CERTIFICATION OF APPROVAL as an 
information source concorning the purchase of a HOUSEHOLD CLEANER. 
Trustworthy _;_i_t_:_:_ Untrustworthy 
Export _i_j_:_:_t_ Not Expert 
Impartial _:_:_:_;_:_ Partial 
IVC. Indicate below what you think of a SALESMAN as an information source con¬ 
cerning the purchase of a HOUSEHOLD CLEANER. 
Trustworthy : > X • * Untrustworthy 
Expert t : • t ; Not Expert 
Impartial : i • • •  Partial 
Indicate below what you think of a FRIEND as an information source concern 
ing the purchase of a HOUSEHOLD CLEANER. 
Trustworthy • • • • • • « • • Untrustworthy 
Expert : t t • • Not Expert 
Impartial i t t t • • Partial 
■fW 
PLEASE STOP AND WAIT FC-R FURTHER INSTRUCTIONS 
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SE/iLS QUESTIONNT.IRE 
I’unibor 
Wow \ic r.ra going to sho\J you elides of q nimbor of ccols r.nd cortificationc, 
and !;o i/ont you to tell us if you recognise them \?hat you thin?; of products that 
havo them, and \;hat tho cools and certifications rcenn to you. 
A. Havo you ever seen this seal or certification before today? 
YES_NO_ (If NO, please answer the questions that follow as 
if you were shopping and cair.e across this seal or 
certification for the first ticie.) 
B. Indicate below what you think of products and brands that have the seal or 
certification now being shown on the screen. 
Reliable 
Expensive 
High quality 
Excellent value for 
the money 
High performance 
Reasoncibly priced 
Needs very little 
sen/icing 
Good v;ork nan ship 
Modern 
Reputable 
Safe 
Guaranteed 
Simple 
Durable 
Pure 
Fresh 
Honest 
Trustworthy 
Moot State end Federal 
GovarniTiont Standards 
i_»_t I t Unreliable 
t ' t_t_t_t Inexpensive 
t_:_!_I_:_Lew quality 
t_t t_I I_Average value for 
tho money 
t_:_I_t_»_Limited performance 
j_I_:_I_:_Unreasonably priced 
t ; i ; t Often needs servicing 
Poor workmanship 
Old-fashioned 
Disreputable 
Unsafe 
Not guaranteed 
Complex 
Weak 
Impure 
Stale 
Dishonest 
Untrustworthy 
Don't moot Stato and 
Federal Government 
Standards 
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> 
On tills po^c iro t.’nnt you to toll ua './hothcr you AGREE or DISAGREE ».;ith cndh 
of o r.crioa of stntcmcnta concerning the products and brands thnt havo tho coal 
or certification now being chovTi on tho ocroon. If you neither r.grco nor disagreo 
then chccl: the DON'T IGCai anouor. 
STATi:irorrs 
PRODUCTS AND ERA.WDS TI^AT HAVE THIS SEA.L OR CERTIFICATION... 
...v/oro tooted by tho agency granting tho seal or certification 
AGREE_ DISAGREE_ DON T IGJOV/_ 
...T«3ro inapocted by tho agency granting tho seal or certification 
AGREE_ DISAGREE_DON T KNOW_ 
...aro approved by tho agency granting the seal or certification 
AGREE_DISAGREE_ DON T KNOW_ 
...arc guarontcod by tho agency granting the seal or certification 
AGREE_ DISAGREE_DON T IG30W_ 
...have been tested and approved by Consumer Reports; 
AGREE_DISAGREE_DON'T ICIOW_ 
...Doct tho standards of the federal or state government 
agr::e_disagree_don t know_ 
...\;ill bo replaced, or the purchase price refunded by the agensy granting tho 
seal or certification if the product is defective 
AGREE_DISAGREE_ DON'T IC30W_ 
...are backed by the agency granting the soal or certification v;ho can be sued 
if you eire injured by the product 
AG11EE_DISAGREE_DON T IGia;_ 
...are advertised in a maganino or other pulslicotion of tho agency granting 
tho Goal or certification 
AGREE_DISAGREE_DON T KNOW_ 
...i;ill bo replaced, or the purchase price refunded by the agency granting tho 
coal or certification if you ore not satisCio.d 
AGREE_DISAGREE_DON T ICNOW_ 
AND WAIT FOR TiC! ^XXT SLID: 
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P1N7NL QUCSTIOlWiIRE 
Uunbcr_ 
Liztod bslou* nro some descriptive otatenvento made by a person concerning her 
shopping activities. .’Mtcr reading each statement, please indicate './hether YOU 
\;ould act this way: T'.lrtaya, OjTten, Sor^ctirios, Once in a uhilo, or Uevor. 
1. Before I go into the store to chop, 1 Icnou t;hich specific brzinds have seals 
or certifications of approval. 
/.l\;ays_Often _____ Sonetimos Once in a v;hilo_tiever_ 
2. l^ien I m chopping, I look to ceo uhich products have seals or certifications 
of approval. 
Al\7aya_Often_Sometimes_ Once in a i;hilc_Kever_ 
?. I buy productc because they have seals or certifications of approval. 
^Mt;ayE_Often_Sometimes_^Once in a x.’hilc_i'Jevor__ 
4. tihen I nn shopping for a product that I knwr little or nothing about, I loo3: 
for and buy the one that has a seal or certification of approval. 
iilucys_ Often_Sometimes_Once in a vhile_Kever_ 
5. IJhcn I find myself trying to choose bet’/ecn several products that appear 
similar, I buy the one that has a seal or certification of approval. 
fib;aya_Often_Sometimos_Once in a i;hilc_Kever_ 
6. I avoid buying products that have seals or cortifications of approval. 
/.Itrays_ Often_Sometirxis Once in a \.’hilo_ IJcvcr_ 
7. t’hcn I see a no*.; product for the first time, I buy it if it has a seal or 
certification of approval even though I have never soon the product before. 
i\lv;oys_Often_Sometimes_Once in a \;hilo_Hover_ 
ni/.tn; you for your participation 
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DEMOGRAPHIC DATA FOR SUBJECTS 
Number of Percentage of 
Subjects_Total (198) 
Age: 
Under 20 
21-25 
26-35 
36-45 
46-55 
Over 55 
2 1.0 
15 7.6 
65 32.8 
56 28.3 
42 21.2 
18 9.1 
Marital Status: 
Single 11 
Married 178 
Widowed 6 
Divorced or Separated 3 
Number of Children Under 18: 
5.5 
89.9 
3.0 
1.5 
0 
1 
2 
3 
4 or more 
49 24.7 
44 22.2 
54 27.3 
27 13.6 
24 12.2 
Number of Children Under 6: 
0 
1 
2 
3 or more 
125 63.1 
40 20.3 
27 13.6 
6 3.0 
White 
Non-White 
183 92.4 
15 7.6 
Color: 
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Appendix VIII (Continued) 
Number of Percentage of 
Subjects Total (198) 
Hmployment: 
Unemployed 
Hmployed 
Part Time 
Hull Time 
130 
68 
37 
31 
65.7 
34.3 
18.7 
15.6 
Husband's Occupations 
Education: 
White Collar 107 54.0 
Blue Collar 67 33.8 
Other (Single, etc.) 24 12.2 
income Before Taxes: 
Under $5,000 16 5.1 
$5,000-7,999 21 10.6 
$8,000-9,999 39 19.7 
$10,000-14,999 59 29.8 
Over $15,000 
)n
63 31.8 
Grade School 10 5.1 
Some High School 21 10.6 
High School Graduate 52 26.3 
Some College 57 28.8 
College Graduate 41 20.7 
Some Graduate School 17 8.5 
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APPENDIX IX 
PICTURES OF 
PRODUCTS USED IN CHOICE EXPERIMENT 
Hot Pots 
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Appendix IX (Continued) 
Steaks 
Detergents 
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Appendix IX (Continued) 
Shirts 
APPENDIX X 
SLIDES 
USDA 
CHOICE 
^ 
^ Good Housekeeping 
^ eUARAKTEES * 
REFUKOlO^!^ 
Monsanto 
^ rj> TO ^ ^ 
^r/>AAieiiuco ■v'^ '^CONSUMER Bt''^ ^ .' 
PARENTS’; 
MAGAZINE 1 
* If PRODUCT * ' 
■), OR PERfORMANCE ^ 
\ ISOEfECTIVEB 
* ^ REPORTED 
MACYtVS 
BUREAU OF 
QTANOAnOS 
i- ... . . 
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APPENDIX XI 
SLIDE SCHEDULE 
Position 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Frequency* 
UL WTG USDA S^B GH MOK FIC MWD PM 23 
WTG USDA S^B GH MOK FIC MWD PM UL 26 
USDA S^B GH MOK FIC MWD PM UL WTG 19 
S^B GH MOK FIC MIVD PM UL WTG USDA 24 
GH MOK FIC MWD PM UL WTG USDA S^B 20 
MOK FIC MWD PM UL WTG USDA S^B GH 23 
FIC MWD PM UL IVTG USDA S§B GH MOK 20 
MWD PM UL WTG USDA S^B GH MOK FIC 20 
PM UL WTG USDA S^B GH MOK FIC MWD 23 
198 
KEY 
IIL-Underwriters Laboratory 
WTG-W. T. Grants 
USDA—- U.S.D.A. CHOICE 
S§B-Shop-N-Bag 
GH-Good Housekeeping 
MOK- Macy’s 
PM- Parentis Magazine 
MWD- Monsanto Wear-Dated 
FIC- "Seal of Approval" 
(fictitious) 
*Expectation = 22 
df = 8 
Chi-Square = 2.23 (not significant at the .05 level) 
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APPENDIX XII 
COMPARISON OF THE RISK AND SPECIFIC SELF-CONFIDENCE SCORES OF 
GROUPS COMPLETING THE CHOICE EXPERIMENT BEFORE AND AFTER 
COMPLETING THE RISK AND SELF-CONFIDENCE MEASURES 
Product: Appliance 
Perceived Risk 
Group I^ 
High Low 
48 113 
Chi-Square=.995 * 
Group 112 8 29 
Specific Self-Confidence 
High Low 
Group I 65 96 
Chi-Square=.0003 * 
Group 11 15 22 
Product: Clothing 
Perceived Risk 
High Low 
Group I 89 72 
Chi-Square=.027 * 
Group II 21 16 
Specific Self-Confidence 
High Low 
Group I 105 56 
Chi-Square=.074 * 
Group II 25 12 
* Not significant at the .05 level 
1. The group of 161 subjects who participated in the 
choice experiment first. 
2. The group of 37 subjects who participated in the choice 
experiment after completing the risk and self-confidence 
measures. 
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Appendix XII (Continued) 
Product: Detergent 
Perceived Risk 
High Low 
Group I 90 71 
Chi-Square=.481 * 
Group II 23 14 
Specific Self-Confidence 
High Low 
Group I 76 85 
Chi-Square=.025 * 
Group II 18 19 
Product: Steak 
Perceived Risk 
High Low 
Group I 83 78 
Chi-Square=.0004 * 
Group II 19 18 
Specific Self-Confidence 
High Low 
Group I 95 66 
Chi-Square=.431 * 
Group II 24 13 
* Not significant at the .05 level 
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APPENDIX XIII 
ANALYSES OF VARIANCE OF CREDIBILITY DATA 
KEY: Factor 1 = Personal vs Impersonal Sources 
Factor 2 = Avocate vs Independent Sources 
Analysis of Trustworthiness Data for Appliances 
SOURCE D.F. SUM OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARES F CONF 
Factor 1 1 3.5467 3.5467 3.24 92.78% 
Factor 2 1 465.2134 465.2134 425.06 100.00%* 
Interaction 1 0.1023 0.1023 0.09 24.01% 
Error 788 862.4394 1.0945 
Total 791 1331.3018 
Analysis of Expertise Data for Appliances 
SOURCE D.F. SUM of SQUARES MEAN SQUARES F CONF 
Factor 1 1 40.9091 40.9091 30.05 100.00%* 
Factor 2 1 115.1566 115.1566 84.60 100.00%* 
Interaction 1 94.7929 94.7929 69.64 100.00%* 
Error 788 1072.5960 1.3612 
Total 791 1323.4545 
Analysis ' of Impartiality Data for Appliances 
SOURCE D.F. SUM of SQUARES MEAN SQUARES F CONF 
Factor 1 1 1.3750 1.3750 0.67 58.79% 
Factor 2 1 859.3750 859.3750 420.92 100.00%* 
Interaction 1 17.2841 17.2841 8.47 99.63%* 
Error 788 1608.8434 2.0417 
Total 791 2486.8775 
Analysis of Trustworthiness Data for Clothing 
SOURCE D.F. SUM of SQUARES MEAN SQUARES F CONF 
Factor 1 1 18.1818 18.1818 15.82 99.99%* 
Factor 2 1 466.7475 466.7475 406.09 100.00%* 
Interaction 1 1.1364 1.1364 0.99 67.96% 
Error 788 905.7071 1.1494 
Total 791 1391.7727 
Appendix XIII (Continued]___ 
Analysis of Expertise Data for Clothing 
SOURCE 
Factor 1 
Factor 2 
Interaction 
Error 
Total 
SOURCE 
D.F. SUM of SQUARES MEAN SOUARES F CONF 
1 28.7891 28.7891 20.25 lOO.OO^d* 
1 234.5467 234.5467 165.01 100.00%* 
1 18.4861 18.4861 13.01 99.99%* 
788 1120.0758 1.4214 
791 1401.8977 
Analysis of Impartiality Data for Clothing 
D.F. SUM of SQUARES MEAN SQUARES F CONF 
Factor 1 1 
Factor 2 1 
Interaction 1 
Error 788 
30.7273 
665.5000 
32.3232 
1888.5354 
30.7273 
665.5000 
32.3232 
2.3966 
12.82 99.96 
277.68 100.00 
13.49 99.97 
SOURCE 
Analysis of Trustworthiness Data for Detergent 
D.F. SUM of SOUARES MEAN SQUARES F CONF 
Factor 1 1 
Factor 2 1 
Interaction 1 
Error 788 
Total 791 
13.6566 13 
543.3535 543 
0.8535 0 
936.5556 1 
1494.4192 
6566 11.49 99.93 
3535 457.17 100.00 
8535 0.72 60.30 
1885 
SOURCE 
Analysis of Expertise Data for Detergent 
D.F. Sm of SOUARES MEAN SOUARES F CONF 
Factor 1 1 17.5808 17.5808 12.98 99. 
Factor 2 1 276.5455 276.5455 204.20 100. 
Interaction 1 16.9899 16.9899 12.54 99. 
Error 788 1067.2020 1.3543 
Total 791 1378.3182 
Analysis of Impartiality Data for Detergent 
SOURCE D.F. SUM of SOUARES MEAN SQUARES F CONF 
Factor 1 1 
Factor 2 1 
Interaction 1 
Error 788 
Total 791 
1.3750 1 
936.0114 936 
1.2134 1 
1506.3889 1 
2444.9886 
.3750 0.72 60.43 
.0114 489.63 100.00 
.2134 0.63 57.41 
.9117 
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Appendix XIII (Continued) 
Analysis of Trustworthiness Data for Steak 
SOURCE D.F. SUM of SQUARES MEAN SQUARES F CONF 
Factor 1 1 36.4899 36.4899 26.37 100.00%* 
Factor 2 1 320.7273 320.7273 231.76 100.00%* 
Interaction 1 33.1364 33.1364 23.95 100.00%* 
Error 788 1090.4747 1.3839 
Total 791 1480.8283 
Analysis of Expertise Data for Steak 
SOURCE D.F. SUM of SQUARES MEAN SQUARES F CONF 
Factor 1 1 2.4444 2.4444 1.70 80.77% 
Factor 2 1 73.9444 73.9444 51.51 100.00^ 
Interaction 1 206.0808 206.0808 143.55 100.00% * 
Error 788 1131.2828 1.4356 
Total 791 1413.7525 
Analysis of Impartiality Data for Steak 
SOURCE D.F. SUM of SQUARES MEAN SQUARES F CONF 
Factor 1 1 14.7273 14.7273 7.49 99.37%* 
Factor 2 1 608.1263 608.1263 309.26 100.00%* 
Interaction 1 60.0051 60.0051 30.52 100.00%* 
Error 788 1549.5051 1.9664 
Total 791 2232.3636 
Analysis of Trustworthiness Data for All 1 Products 
SOURCE D.F. SUM of SQUARES MEAN SQUARES F CONF 
Factor 1 1 63.0710 63.0710 51.63 100.OOV 
Factor 2 1 1780.5003 1780.5003 1457.52 100.OOV 
Interaction 1 9.6670 9.6670 7.91 99.51%* 
Error 3164 3865.1225 1.2216 
Total 3167 5718.3608 
181 
Appendix XIII (Continued) 
Analysis of Expertise Data for All Products 
SOURCE D.F. SUM of SQUARES MEAN SQUARES F CONF 
Factor 1 1 51.7756 51.7756 35.94 100.00%* 
Factor 2 1 657.2756 657.2756 456.22 100.00%* 
Interaction 1 264.2756 264.2756 183.44 100.00%* 
Error 3164 4558.3321 1.4407 
Total 3167 5531.6588 
Analysis of Impartiality Data for All Products 
SOURCE D.F. SUM of SQUARES MEAN SQUARES F CONF 
Factor 1 1 22.0000 22.0000 10.46 99.88%* 
Factor 2 1 3045.2134 3045.2134 1447.58 100.00%* 
Interaction 1 87.3546 87.3346 41.52 
Error 3164 6655.9520 2.1037 
Total 3167 9810.5000 
*Significant at the .OS level. 
o
\o
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APPENDIX XIV 
DUNNET'S STATISTICS FOR CREDIBILITY DATA 
KEY: d(.95) = 2.06 
If d-value is negative, the source being compared 
with seals and certifications is more credible 
TRUSTWORTHINESS 
Product Salesman Advertisement Friend 
Appliance 13.31 14.79 • -1.06* 
Clothing 11.44 14.95 -2.11 
Detergent 12.72 14.52 -2.99 
Steak 7.13 14.23 - .17* 
All Products 21.92 28.99 -3.09 
Product 
EXPERTISE 
Salesman Advertisement Friend 
Appliance 10.38 12.41 9.78 
Clothing 12.27 11.63 5.73 
Detergent 12.65 12.61 5.05 
Steak 4.15 13.55 7.55 
All Products 19.34 24.68 13.82 
Product 
IMPARTIALITY 
Salesman Advertisement Friend 
Appliance 15.09 16.56 2.64 
Clothing 9.25 14.38 .07* 
Detergent 15.05 16.21 -.04* 
Steak 10.50 16.34 1.97* 
All Products 24.62 31.46 2.27 
*Not significant at .05 level 
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APPENDIX XV 
FATING PPOFILES 
MEAN SEALS QUESTIONNAIRE. RATINGS OF ALL SUBJECTS 
GEN UL WTG USDA S^B GH MOK FIG MWD PM 
Reliable 2.56 1.88 2.63 1.72 2.56 1.57 2.85 3.94 1.66 1.65 
Expensive 2.10 2.86 3.68 2.33 3.12 2.80 3.07 3.75 2.68 2.64 
Quality 3.15 2.11 3.20 1.88 2.80 1.78 2.90 3.87 1.94 1.85 
Value 4.10 2.75 3.41 2.62 3.12 2.38 3.21 4.10 2.20 2.36 
Performance 3.41 2.23 3.27 2.36 3.04 1.91 3.03 4.01 2.00 2.04 
Price 3.95 2.68 2.77 2.85 2.80 2.47 3.05 3.51 2.48 2.45 
Servicing 3.71 2.59 3.23 2.74 3.04 2.40 3.16 3.95 2.35 2.40 
Workmanship 4.02 2.27 3.16 2.48 2.88 1.92 2.86 3.72 1.92 1.95 
Modern 2.16 2.13 2.50 2.49 2.61 1.93 2.47 3.12 1.84 1.96 
Reputable 2.87 1.99 2.62 1.86 2.52 1.64 2.63 3.69 1.73 1.75 
Safe 2.91 1.85 2.57 1.81 2.52 1.68 2.71 3.56 1.82 1.78 
Guaranteed 2.98 2.21 2.79 2.30 2.33 1.51 2.81 3.98 1.49 1.54 
Simple 3.20 2.52 2.59 2.61 2.66 2.26 2.84 3.42 2.16 2.17 
Durable 3.80 2.22 2.91 2.47 2.72 1.80 2.83 3.67 1.74 1.81 
Pure 3.35 2.49 2.88 1.95 2.38 2.00 2.82 3.51 2.10 2.00 
Fresh 2.81 2.48 2.78 1.86 2.25 2.06 2.76 3.42 2.21 2.06 
Honest 3.18 2.03 2.48 1.93 2.38 1.68 2.62 3.56 1.80 1.74 
Trustworthy 3.12 2.04 2.55 1.89 2.37 1.66 2.65 3.71 1.71 1.71 
Meet Govt. 
Standards 2.91 1.97 2.67 1.45 2.37 1.74 2.75 3.76 1.99 1.90 
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MEAN SEALS QUESTIONNAIRE RATINGS OF SUBJECTS RECOGNIZING SEALS 
GEN UL WTG USDA S^B GH MOK FIC MWD PM 
Reliable 2.56 1.65 2.24 1.72 2.31 1.58 1.76 2.66 1.62 1.60 
Expensive 2.10 2.81 3.66 2.34 2.95 2.78 2.32 2.95 2.65 2.63 
Quality 3.15 1.91 3.03 1.86 2.68 1.77 1.88 2.68 1.85 1.81 
Value 4.10 2.65 3.39 2.61 3.06 2.38 2.60 3.42 2.16 2.33 
Performance 3.41 2.06 3.10 2.34 2.91 1.90 1.88 2.97 1.90 2.01 
Price 3.95 2.58 2.76 2.84 2.74 2.49 2.92 3.03 2.49 2.44 
Servicing 3.71 2.47 3.10 2.74 2.97 2.39 2.44 3.45 2.29 2.37 
Workmanship 4.02 2.14 2.96 2.50 2.74 1.93 2.04 2.71 1.89 1.93 
Modern 2.16 2.03 2.32 2.50 2.46 1.94 1.40 2.15 1.79 1.93 
Reputable 2.87 1.83 2.44 1.86 2.41 1.65 2.04 2.82 1.69 1.71 
Safe 2.91 1.67 2.27 1.81 2.38 1.70 1.80 2.40 1.77 1.75 
Guaranteed 2.98 2.09 2.43 2.31 2.17 1.52 1.80 2.95 1.45 1.50 
Simple 3.20 2.45 2.43 2.62 2.54 2.27 2.48 3.13 2.10 2.15 
Durable 3.80 2.05 2.70 2.48 2.57 1.81 2.16 2.82 1.71 1.80 
Pure 3.35 2.37 2.65 1.95 2.23 2.01 1.92 2.61 2.07 1.98 
Fresh 2.81 2.41 2.54 1.86 2.07 2.08 1.64 2.34 2.17 2.06 
Honest 3.18 1.91 2.23 1.94 2.22 1.70 2.08 2.74 1.76 1.73 
Trustworthy 3.12 1.90 2.27 1.89 2.19 1.67 2.04 2.76 1.67 1.68 
Meet Govt. 
Standards 2.91 1.77 2.32 1.44 2.13 1.75 1.80 2.79 1.97 1.88 
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APPENDIX XVII 
MEANING OF EXISTING SEALS AND CERTIFICATIONS 
As indicated in by the #signs in Table 28, the majority of 
the seals or certifications included in this study are awarded based 
• dpon some form of testing activity either by the agency itself or by 
another agency commissioned for that purpose. This is not to imply 
that every product manufactured is tested, but only that tests have 
been made and in most cases, contractual agreements executed to insure 
maintenance of a certain level of quality. Furthermore, a program 
of periodic retesting is usually carried out to insure compliance with 
the terms of the contract. However, only the U.S.D.A. CHOICE stamp 
specifically implies any type of ongoing inspection program, although, 
the statement concerning inspection could also be considered to be 
generally true for the Shop-N-Bag symbol since their meat cutters are 
continually inspecting their products for obvious impurities. None of 
the remainder of the seals involve any kinds of inspection program 
other than the initial testing and periodic retesting programs pre¬ 
viously outlined. 
Interestingly enough, only two of the eight existing seals 
anc certifications listed in Table 28 that are commonly referred to 
as "seals of approval" do, in fact, indicate that the seal granting 
agency endoreses or approves the product. Good Housekeeping, for 
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example, dropped the approval clause from its guarantee back in 
1941, and Parents’ Magazine’s guarantee seal program currently ’’does 
not involve any approval or endorsement beyond the dollar and cents 
guarantee." However, the Monsanto Wear-Date symbol, and the Macy’s 
Bureau stamp do imply that they approve the product. 
When the existence of, and type of guarantee offered by each 
of the symbols studied is considered, we find that only four of the 
eight offer any kind of guarantee to the consumer at all. Products 
having the three retailers’ seals may also be guaranteed, but this 
guarantee is in no way related to the presence of their seal or 
certification. However, under no circumstances is any form of guaran- 
tee either stated or implied by the Underwriters’ Laboratory or the 
U.S.D.A. meat grading program. 
Of the four seals offering some form of guarantee, only 
Shop-N-Bag offers to refund the purchase price if the consumer is 
not satisfied. The other three guarantees are only honored if the 
product is found to be defective, or if it fails to perform as 
advertised. Among these three, however, the length of time that 
these guarantees are in effect varies considerably from 30 days in 
the case of Parents’ to one year for Monsanto, while the time limit 
is unspecified for Good Housekeeping’s guarantee seal. 
Whether a guarantee is offered or not, all of the seal-granting 
agencies deny any liability in the case of injury caused by the pro¬ 
duct. Liability, when it exists, is expressly limited by the agencies 
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to an amount equal to the purchase price, and they state clearly 
that no other obligation is either expressed or implied. As in the 
case of the guarantees, some of the retailers may be liable for the 
performance of products sold by them, but this liability is in no 
way related to the seal or certification. 
None of the seals or certifications listed in Table 28 imply 
testing by Consumer Reports, and in fact, there is no legal way for 
a manufacturer of a product to indicate this in its advertising 
or on its product. 
However, in the cases of three of the seals, compliance with 
governmental standards is indicated. Products having the U.S.D.A. 
CflOICE stamp are a product of a federal meat inspection and grading 
program, and certainly comply with government standards. In addition, 
products that have the Underwriters' Laboratory seal are also likely 
to be in compliance with governmental standards, since the laboratory's 
standards often become national when adopted by the government. 
Finally, the Monsanto Company insists that the manufacturers of textile 
products bearing their seal be in complete compliance with the rele¬ 
vant government regulations concerning fiber identification and 
flammability. However, Monsanto contractually declines liability 
for any such violations. Due to the fact that government standards 
do not exist for the majority of consumer products that have these 
seals, it is not surprising that few of the other agencies make any 
claims relative to meeting these standards. Most of them indicate 
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that they utilize them in their testing when they are available, but 
do not necessarily claim to meet or exceed them. 
Finally, both of the magazine seals are available only to 
products that are advertised in these magazines. For example. 
Good Housekeeping requires a minimum of over $15,000 worth of adver¬ 
tising per year from any manufacturer wishing to use the seal. 
However, for firms with large advertising budgets, the requirement 
is an amount "consistent in both volume and frequency with the 
advertiser’s efforts in other magazines." In addition, the amount 
must be comparable with the advertiser's overall budget for 
newspapers, radio, supplements, and television. (25) Furthermore, 
the advertiser who increases his overall budget must also spend more 
with Good Housekeeping in order to retain the seal. (56) 

